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ABSTRACT 
We examine structures in which an IP bears a grannnatical relation to a 
verbf to which it bears no thematic relation. We see several semantic 
classes of verbs appearing in such constructionsf and a number of different 
types of such constructionsf but no systematic relation ktween the 
semantic class of the verb and the syntactic type of construction in which 
it appears. 
!Ib explain mapping ktween thematic structure and grammatical structure, 
we assume the Projection Principle (PP) which states that syntactic 
structure must reflect lexical properties (thematic 
structure/predicate-subject relations) at all levels. The PP appears to be 
violated by structures with non-thematic "objects" coreferential with an 
embedded subject object or oblique NP (=NP-th) . We examine data showing 
that although the NP acts as an objectf it is not outside of the clause 
containing NP-th. It is in an embedded intitial A-bar position, acting as 
a predicate subject for the constituent containing NP-th. It acts as an 
object of the matrix clause due to government holding between a verb and 
complement and certain elements in the complement. 
A second aspect of a theory of grammar is licensing of W s  for 
interpretation. Elements in A-psitions are licenced by Casef an abstract 
relation holding between arguments and governors. Given A-bar subject 
positionsf the dmain of Case requirement is not A-psitionsf but rather, 
all positions governed by the PP: subjects and cmplements. Proiection and 
Case are intertwined facets of interpretability. 
In Chapter 1 we introduce the domain of exploration. In Chapter 2 we 
consider "Raising to Cb~ect~~ constructions. Certain English, Hindi 
Icelandic verbs effect sentential Exceptional Case Marking =S/ECM) by 
s u k a t e g o r i z a t i o n  f o r  " 1 N F L - P h r a ~ e " ~  wi th  government and Case to t h e  
s p e c i f i e r .  In mancet  d i f f e r e n t  ECM s t r u c t u r e s  a r i s e  wi th  v e r b s  s e l e c t i n g  
f o r  a Case a s s i g n i n g  head.  Hungarian s t r u c t u r e s  s u p p r t  our  c l a i m s .  
"bn-vacuous' '  E3l i n  Blackfoo t  F i  j i a n  James Bay Cree Kips igas  Moroccan 
Arabic Niueant S tandard  Arabic, a r g u e s  f o r  embedded A-bar s u b j e c t s .  
In Chapter 3 we  l m k  a t  non-thematic s u b j e c t s  (NTS). An NP may come t o  
act as  a i n  one of t h r e e  ways. Ra i s ing  to S u b j e c t  is examined i n  
m g l i s h .  K i p s i g a s t  and James Bay Cree NI'S s t r u c t u r e s  invo lve  o p e r a t o r  
m v e m e n t t  as does "7bugh Ibvement" i n  many languages .  We t h u s  d i v i d e  t h e  
n e t a x r i t e r i o n  i n t o  t w o  p a r t s t  one ho ld ing  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  and one a t  W t  
and i n t r d u c e  a n  l i c e n s i n g  d e v i c e  o f  c o m p s e d  t h e t a  c h a i n s .  Niuean and 
S tandard  Arabic  show t h a t  MI'S s t r u c t u r e s  ar ise under non-Case a s s i g n i n g  
v e r b s  which allow A-bar s u b j e c t s .  P a s s i v e  ECM v e r b s  i n  t h e s e  languages  are 
i d e n t i c a l  to Ra is ing  to S u b j e c t  v e r b s t  as t h e y  a re t  i n  a d i f f e r e n t  wayt i n  
Ebgl i sh .  
. In  Chapter 4 ,  NP complements i n  Chickasawt Hungar iant  Ranmian  
Kinyarwandat Turk i sh  s u b s t a n t i a t e  our  claimst as v e r b s  E l 3  t h e  A o r  A-bar 
possessor s u b j e c t s  of NPs, (=  NP/ECM). The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of N P / m  a c r o s s  
l anguages  a r g u e s  t h a t  Cases e x i s t  independen t ly  o f  Case ass ignment t  s i n c e  
NP/ECM requires t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  an e x t r a  C a s e t  as p r e d i c t e d  by t h e  Case 
Filter. NP/EM allows f o r  d i r e c t  argument p o s s e s s o r s t  or i n d i r e c t  argument 
possessors. We p r e d i c t  t h a t  NP/m o c c u r s  o n l y  i n t o  o b j e c t  Ws. S e v e r a l  
a p p a r e n t  e x c e p t i o n s  a c t u a l l y  s u p p r t  our  c l a i m s .  
In Chapter 5 Case and c h a i n  t h e o r y  is p r e s e n t e d  (Levin & b ~ s a m ~ l 9 8 4 ) ~  
a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  e x p l e t i v e  d i s t r i b u t i o n t  Case/argument s t r u c t u r e  r e l a t i o n s  o f  
Burz io '  s (1981) G e n e r a l i z a t i o n  and t h e  Nom/Acc tErg/Abs paramete r .  The 
t h e o r y  is  r e v i s e d  to embrace d a t a  o f  t h i s  s t u d y t  and we d e f i n e  Case 
r e q u i r e m e n t s  i n  t e rms  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e .  
We close w i t h  a t y p l o g y  which emerges from o u r  s tudy .  
T h e s i s  S u p e r v i s o r :  Warn Chomsky 
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A fundamental aspect of a theory of grammar is the relation between the 
thematic argument structure of lexical items and the grammatical 
constituent structure onto which they and their thematic arguments are 
mapped. In the theory known as "Government and Binding Theory" (GET) 
outlined in Chomsky(1981,1982,1984,1985), this relation is considered to 
consist in the notion of "projection". In this view, verbs, entered in a 
lexicon along with information as to their meaning, and some representation 
as to which of their arguments are internal and/or external (cf.Williams, 
1979, 1980, 1981), are conceived of as projecting a constituent structure, 
or "tree", whose structure is in accordance with and is determined by the 
lexical thematic properties of the projecting verb (cf.Stowell,1981). 
Lexical items are inserted as dictated by the Theta Criterion (see below). 
In GBT, this projective structure is considered to be inviolate throughout 
t h e  d e r i v a t i o n .  Any changes  i n  t h e  t r e e  which occur  through a d e r i v a t i o n  
must be  made through a d j u n c t i o n ,  o r  s t r u c t u r e  p r e s e r v i n g  r u l e s  
( c f  .Emends, 1976) . The r e s u l t  oÂ t h i s  i n v i o l a t e n e s s  is t h a t  a t  t h e  p o i n t  of 
t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  where i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  takes p l a c e ,  t h e  t h e m a t i c  s t r u c t u r e  of 
t h e  l e x i c a l  item is e s s e n t i a l l y  t r a n s p a r e n t .  (Due to Move Alpha,  t h i s  
t h e m a t i c  s t r u c t u r e  may be less than  e n t i r e l y  t r a n s p a r e n t ,  however, i t  is 
e n t i r e l y  r e c o v e r a b l e . )  
I n  t h e  domain of argurnent/tree-structure r e l a t i o n s ,  a s  i n  s o  many a r e a s  
o f  grammatical  s t u d y ,  we  f i n d  s u b j e c t / o b j e c t  asymmetries.  (We t a k e  s u b j e c t  
to r e f e r  t o  t h e  NP dominated by IP  (=S) , and o b j e c t  to r e f e r  t o  t h e  NP 
d o n i n a t e d  by VP.) It a p p e a r s  t h a t  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s  may be non-thematic i n  
a way t h a t  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s  appear  unable  to  be. Thus t h e  second s e n t e n c e  
i n  each  p a i r  below is n o n - e x i s t e n t .  1 
(1) a. It seems that Lucinda Matlock,  a t  n i n e t y - s i x ,  f e l t  s h e  
had l i v e d  enough. 
b.*That Ph lebas  is dead was obv ious  it .  
c .  It is r a i n i n g .  
d.*Zeus r a i n e d  it. 
e. There e n t e r e d  a man from r i g h t s t a g e .  
Â£.* m a n  e n t e r e d  t h e r e  from r i g h t s t a g e .  (non- loca t ive  s e n s e )  
g . Es wurde heu te  g e t a n z t  . (German) 
It become today  danced.  " ( "There was danc ing  today , " ) 
h .*Mozart t a n z t  es. 
"Mozart danced it." 
The n o t i o n  of p r o j e c t i o n  must then  be fo rmula ted  i n  such a way as to 
1. Sen tences  s i m i l a r  to ( l b )  are p o s s i b l e ,  such as " I  b e l i e v e  i t  t h a t  h e ' l l  
never  k i s s  Lenore ." ,  however t h e s e  a r e  ana lyzed  a s  invo lv ing  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  
o f  a s e n t e n t i a l  argument,  t h e  trace of which is s p e l l e d  o u t  as i t .  
- 
allow f o r  t h i s  o b s e r v a t i o n .  H i i s  can  be done by a s s o c i a t i n g  i t  with  
a n o t h e r  o b s e r v a t i o n ,  namely, t h a t  a l l  c l a u s e s  have s u b j e c t s .  T h i s  second 
o b s e r v a t i o n  i f  r a i s e d  to  t h e  l e v e l  o f  a p r i n c i p l e ,  w i l l  g u a r a n t e e  t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  of s u b j e c t  e x p l e t i v e s ,  g iven  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of v e r b s  which have no  
e x t e r n a l  t h e m a t i c  argument.  T h i s  allows such s e n t e n c e s  as ( l a , c , e , g )  to be 
g e n e r a t e d .  In the case of  o b j e c t s  however, w e  want t h e  o p p o s i t e  r e s u l t .  
H i i s  can  be achieved by a comparison o f  s u b j e c t s  and o b j e c t s .  We observe  
t h a t  a s u b j e c t  can f u l f i l l  two r o l e s  in  a s e n t e n c e .  It f i r s t  might be a 
t h e m a t i c  argument o f  t h e  v e r b  (such a s  a g e n t ,  e x p e r i e n c e r ,  e tc . )  and i t  
second m u s t  act as the s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  clause f o r  purposes  of p r e d i c a t i o n .  
R o t h s t e i n ( l 9 8 3 )  a c c o u n t s  f o r  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  c l a u s a l  s u b j e c t s  by 
a t t r i b u t i n g  i t  t o  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  a p r e d i c a t e  to have a s u b j e c t  a t  LF. 
S i n c e  o b j e c t s  d o  n o t  act as s u b j e c t s ,  t h e r e  is no  reason  f o r  an  o b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  t o  be g e n e r a t e d ,  o t h e r  than  t o  hold  an i n t e r n a l  argument o f  a 
ve rb .  Thus, i f  t h e r e  is n o  i n t e r n a l  t h e m a t i c  argument,  t h e r e  w i l l  be no  
o b j e c t .  
Ihese i d e a s  a r e  f o r m a l i z e d  i n  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  o f  Chomsky (1981) 
and t h e  Extended P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  o f  Chomsky(1982) and of 
R o t h s t e i n  (1983) , g i v e n  below. 2 
2. We adopt  B o t h s t e i n ' s  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  second p a r t  o f  the Extended 
P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h a t  o f  Chomsky(1982) which r e a d s  
"Clauses  must have s u b j e c t s " .  
( 2 )  a .  The (Extended) P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  
(ch=ky, 1981,1982) ( R o t h s t e i n ,  1983) 
I Given [-y.. . d . .  . p . .  . I  
[-y.. .^. . .<. . . I 
whereÂ¡ is an immediate c o n s i t u e n t  of 'f, 
( i )  i f  Pis an immediate c o n s t i t u e n t  o f  r a t  
- L i t  and 7 = 4 , then  d the ta -marks  P i n  "3" 
( i i )  i f  4 selects f i  i n  3'as a l e x i c a l  p r o p e r t y ,  
t h e n  "I selects @ i n  7 a t  Li 
( i i i )  i f * "  selects P i n  7 a t  L i t  t h e n ^ s e l e c t s p  
in'25'at L j 
I1 P r e d i c a t e s  must have s u b j e c t s  
For t h e  most p a r t  we w i l l  r e f e r  to both  p a r t s  a s  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  
P r i n c i p l e .  
I h e  i n s i g h t  c a p t u r e d  i n  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  
f i r s t  c l a u s e  o f  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t ,  h a s  a h i s t o r y  o f  c o n t r o v e r s y .  T h i s  
c o n t r o v e r s y  is c e n t r e d  on t h e  problem of how to a n a l y z e  s t r u c t u r e s  such as 
( 3 a , b ) ,  where we f i n d ,  n o t  an  e x p l e t i v e ,  b u t  a l e x i c a l  NP which b e a r s  no  
t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n  wi th  t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b ,  a c t i n g  a s  i ts  o b j e c t .  
( 3 )  a.  I c o n s i d e r  Penelope t o  be a v e r y  p a t i e n t  woman. 
b. I b e l i e v e  Barbary to have d i e d  o f  s p i t e .  
Works such as P o s t a l ( 1 9 7 4 )  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  b e s t  
ana lyzed  as i n v o l v i n g  r a i s i n g ,  whereby t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  lower c l a u s e  is 
r a i s e d  to become t h e  object of  t h e  m a t r i x  c l a u s e .  Such an  a n a l y s i s  is 
incompatible with the Projection Principle, which rules out non=-thematic 
objects. Chomsky(1977) presents a different analysis for these 
constructions, where the embedded subject is able to act as the object of 
the matrix clause since it is in an infinitive clause. 3 
In later works, the non-raising analysis came to be known as Exceptional 
Case Marking (ECM),  since it was argued that verbs such as believe, 
consider etc. were exceptionally able to assign accusative Case to the 
subjects of their infinitive complements, and hence these subjects acted 
grammatically as if they were objects of this verb. Many linguists, 
however, have continued to consider that a Raising to Object rule is 
required to describe human language adequately, and have argued so, for 
example, Garden, Gordon & MLinro(1982) who use raising/BCM data from 
languages such as Chickasaw, and Fijian, to show that actual movement must 
sometimes be involved in structures where elements embedded within either 
sentential or noun-phrasal arguments act as matrix objects. 4 
It is one of the main tasks of this thesis to examine structures of this 
type in a variety of languages within a theory which incorporates the 
3. For other early transformational discussions of these constructions see 
Lees (1960) , Rosenbaum (1967) , Ross (1967) , and McCawley (1970) . Ihese are 
reviewed in Postal (1974) . 
4. Rochemont(1984) argues that Raising to Object is possible, and the 
Projection Principle violatable just in case the raised NP is focused. He 
argues further that it is this violation of the Projection Principle which 
identifies the structure as one of focus from the point of view of the 
language learner. 
Projection Principle. This is part of a larger task, which is to consider 
in a cross-linguistic way a variety of constructions which share with the 
sentences in (3) the property of containing an NP which does not receive a 
theta role from a verb but which acts as an argument of this verb. "To act 
as an argument of a verb" means to undergo processes which in the unmarked 
case are undergone by NPs which receive an external or internal theta role 
from the verb. Such processes are reflexivization, passivization, 
Wh-movement , etc . , depending on the language. In accordance with the 
Projection Principle, in the case of subjects, an NP will act, in this 
grmatical sense, as a subject of a Verb when it is immediately dominated j 
by the IPi the complement of which is VP and when it receives Case from j ' 
INFLi. In the case of objects, an NP will act as the object of a Verb. 
I 
when it is in a particular configuration with Verb , namely that of j 
government by Verb., and more especially, when it receives Case from 
J 
Verb .' CX-ir interest is in the determination first of the lexical j 
properties which a verb must have in order to trigger a syntactic process 
which enables a non-thematic NP to come to act as an argument of this verb, 
and second to determine what these syntactic processes are, and how they 
are constrained. 
5. ECM sentences, among other configurations, provide examples of NPs which 
are subjects for predication, but which do not act as subjects since they 
do not receive Case from INFL, but from a verb. However, no NP appears to 
act as a subject if it is not a subject for predication. This further 
demonstrates the differences between subjects and objects in this regard. 
The second half of our interest brings us to the first half of the 
conjunction of the title. Here, we concern ourselves with how non-thematic 
NPS are interpreted. It has been determined that an ingredient essential 
for the process of thematic interpretion is Case marking, where Case is a 
form of abstract licensing which might be either a relation between a 
governor and an argument, or an inherent property of an argument 
(cf.Rouveret & Verqnaud,1980, Chomsky,1980,1981, Stowll,1981). Case 
licensing is seen to be required of all elements which appear in projected 
positions, and so we arrive at the relationship between Case and 
projection. 
1.2 Crucial ttotions 
Our discussion takes place within the context of GET, which includes 
many notions which we will assume without discussion. In this section, we 
will present very cursorily, same of the more essential notions. We will 
do this in several cases by simply giving definitions; for discussion, see 
Chomsky(1981,1982,1984,1985) and references therein. 
The projections of lexical items conforms to XI-theory 
(cf .Jackendoff ,1977). The version we assume creates XP projections which 
have a specifier and canplement(s). Ihe maximal projection of a sentence 
is CP ("CCMP Phrase") which takes a specifier position into which 
Wh-elements may move, a head position, and an IP ("INF'L Phrase") 
complement. The specifier of IP is the subject of the sentence, with INFL 
as the head, and VP as the complement. The question of whether VP has a 
specifier is addressed in Chomsky(1985) but is irrelevant to us here. 
Sentential structure is shown in (4a). The structure of NPs is assumed to 
be, for'the most part, as in (4b) , although in Chapter 4 other 
possibilities will be discussed and, in some cases, adopted. 











The most central structural concept which we will assume is that of 
government. We adopt the definition argued for in Chomsky(1985), without 
discussion, although we will see below that for the most part ECM data 
support this definition, and we will suggest minor revisions as required. b 
6. Another version of government which we will refer to is that of 
Chomsky (1981) : 
[dgoverns"?] in [(?...'7 ...& ...$...I, where 
(i) ~4 = Xo 
ii) where 0 is a maximal projection, if (P dominates^ , 
then @ dominates 4 .  
( i i i ) c-commands -y 
(5) a .  Government (adap ted  from Chomsky,1985) 
g o v e r n s  ^ i f f  ^.C-commands $and t h e r e  is no 3, 
?fa  b a r r i e r  f o r  /? , such t h a t  ^ e x c l u d e s  *. 
4c-commands !' i f f ^  d o e s  n o t  dominate 9 and e v e r y  
t h a t  d o m i n a t e s d d m i n a t e s  P , % a  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  
(cf.Aoun & S p o r t i c h e , 1 9 8 3 )  
c. B a r r i e r  
y is a b a r r i e r  f o r f t  i f f  ( i )  o r  ( i i )  : 
i )  '? immediately dominates  b ,  ? a  BC f o r  ? 
( i i )  7 i s  a BC f o r  IP 
d.  B ( l o c k i n g  C ( a t e g o r y )  
x i s  a BC f o r  t i f f  % i s  n o t  L-marked and T d o m i n a t e s p  
CA L-marks 0 i f f  *  ^ is a l e x i c a l  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  
the ta -governs  f> 
the ta -governs  f i f f  is a z e r o  l e v e l  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  
t h e t a  -marks 5 ,  and 4 ,  6 are s i s t e r s  
g .  Proper  Government 
A p r o p e r l y  governs  P i f f d t h e t a  governs  o r  a n t e c e d e n t  
governs  ft, 
Hence i n :  . . . 4 . .  . [ -y.. . f . . . ] , -< w i l l  n o t  govern i f  8 is a b a r r i e r  
f o r  /7. Chomsky's g o a l  i n  f o r m u l a t i n g  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  above is t o  i n t e g r a t e  
n o t i o n s  o f  government and bounding,  which is t h e  t h e o r y  of l o c a l i t y  
c o n s t r a i n t s  on movement a s  s e e n  i n  ( 6 ) .  We w i l l  n o t  be o v e r l y  concerned 
with the finer details of movement constraints, and hence not with the 
finer details of the definitions above. The most important aspect of it 
for us, is that it allows a governor to govern into the specifier of its 
complement. This will be discussed in detail below. Also of importance is 
the notion of "minimality". 
(6) Minimali ty Condition (-from Chomsky ,1985) 
Given ... 4 . . . [ Ã  ... 6 . . . ~ . . . 1 ,  
Â¥ does not govern /^ if '2" is a projection of 5 excluding4 
This means that 6 serves to protect /5 from government by regardless 
of whether 7 is a barrier for/^. The intuitive notion here is that if 
there is a closer governor than ^  for an element /? , then d. does not govern 
. 
The consequence of (6) which is of interest to us is that a verb, while 
governing the specifier of its complement (whether this complement is an NP 
or a CP), will not govern the complement of its complement. 
We further will assume that Subjacency holds as a condition on movement, 
and that it is defined as below. 7 
7. Chomsky defines various types of Subjacency. The one given here is the 
one for the locality condition on chain links. 
( 7 )  a .  Subjacency Condi t ion  
(Adapted from Chomsky, 1985)  
I f  ( A i t d i + , )  is a l i n k  of a c h a i n ,  t h e n  6 
is s u b j a c e n t  to di 
Subjacency 
Pis s u b j a c e n t  t o d i f f  t h e r e  a r e  less than  2 
b a r r i e r s  f o r  ft t h a t  exc lude  c< 
We also assume t h e  Empty Category P r i n c i p l e .  
( 8 )  -- The Bnpty Category P r i n c i p l e  (Chomsky,1981) 
An empty c a t e g o r y  must be p r o p e r l y  governed.  
Ttie Case F i l t e r  w i l l  be much d i s c u s s e d  and r e f i n e d  below. Our s t a r t i n g  
p o i n t  is s imply t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  below. It is i n i t i a l l y  assumed t h a t  Case 
is a requirement  on t h e t a - c h a i n s ,  f o r  purposes  of v i s i b i l i t y  of t h e t a  
roles; t h i s  w i l l  be r e v i s e d  below. 
( 9 )  The Case F i l t e r  
--
*NP-chain, where NP-chain c o n t a i n s  a t h e t a - p o s i t i o n  and h a s  
no Case (NP # PRO). 
Two o t h e r  impor tan t  n o t i o n s  are t h e  The ta  c r i t e r i o n ,  and t h e  d i v i s i o n  
between A and A-bar p o s i t i o n .  
(10) -- The Theta Criterion (Chomsky, 1981) 
Given the structure S, i there is 1 a set K of chains, 
K = {Ci), where Ci =(d 1 . . . , 2, such that: 
I 
(i) if 4 is an argument of S, then there is a Ci ( K 
such that& = << and a theta role is assigned j to Ci by exactly one position P. 
(ii)if P is a position of S marked with the theta 
role R, then there is a Ci6 iK to which P 
assigns RI and exactly one 4 in C is an argument. 3 i 
(11) (Informal Definition) 
a. An A-position is a position to which a theta role 
might be (but need not be, in a given structure) 
assigned . 
b. An A-bar position is any other position. 
The intuitive idea here is that A-positions are subject and object 
positions. We will see, however, that there may be a division between this 
intuition and the behaviour of NPs in certain positions, since there are 
positions where subjects (for predication) appear, which exhibit some A-bar 
characteristic, (and some A-position characteristic) behaviour. 
1.3 Outline 
1.3.1 Chapter 2 
The thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 we examine ECM 
structures. First, we look at English, showing that given the definition 
of government above, ECM is not in fact exceptional Case marking. Rather, 
the marked nature of so-called BCM structures is due to the 
subcategorization of certain verbs for IP complements. We see that our 
view that Case can be assigned into any specifier position explains certain 
facts of complement distribution with respect to Case Resistance 
(Stowell,1981), and we account for the apparent lack of Case assignment to 
specifiers by a filter which requires Wlish operators to match the case 
of the variable with which they are associated. Other ECM cases similar to 
English are considered, in Hindi and Icelandic, and "quirky Case" is 
briefly discussed. Hungarian examples provide support for our assumption 
regarding the general possibility of Case marking into specifiers. We then 
examine Romance ECM structures in Italian, French, and Portuguese, showing 
them to involve verbs which take complements with a Case assigning feature 
in the head position. 
The next sections deal with cases of BCM which are not string vacuous, 
and which generally permit ECM to non-subjects. We examine first data from 
8. Data and information sources for each language discussed are provided as 
the language is discussed. 
Fijian and Niuean, showing that in these languages, ECM is non string 
vacuous. We propose movement of an NP to a "second Specifier" (SPEC2) 
position, dominated by the complement CP. We then consider the possibility 
that these constructions require an analysis involving direct Raising to 
Object, rather than to SPEC2, as argued for by Carden, Gordon & 
Munro(1982). We reject a Raising to Object analysis on the grounds that 
ECM movement displays properties with respect to chain and Case theory and 
Binding theory which are not consistent with an A-movement analysis of 
these structures. We note that the distinction between A and A-bar 
position is blurred in these constructions, since the BCM'd subject 
position displays properties of both A and A-bar positions. We decide in 
favour of our SPEC2 analysis. 
Next, we compare the relation between the BCM'd NP and the theta 
position with which it is coindexed, to relations that exist between 
Tbpicalized and Left Dislocated elements and their coindexed theta 
position. we look at ECM movement in a variety of languages, such as 
Moroccan Arabic, concluding that, the usual situation is that there are 
differences between ECM and Tbpicalization/Left Dislocation structures. We 
then propose that BCM verbs in these languages are those which 
subcategorize for CP canplements which are predicates, and hence, which 
require subjects (cf.^faraldsen,1983, Ha'ik,1985) . An NP from within the 
clause moves to act as a subject for the clause, in which position it 
receives ECM. We examine certain languages such as Blackfoot, which lead 
us to consider that BCM constructions of this type need not necessarily 
involve movement. This will require us to allow the base generation of 
non-thematic NPs, and to constrain this generation. We will discuss this 
further in Chapter 3. 
We consider two other alternative analyses. The first involves indirect 
movement to object, via SPEC2. This we rule out because it is unecessary, 
given our assumptions of government, etc., but we also provide data from 
Kipsigas which argues that the possibility of Raising to Object should be 
ruled out in principle, in order to explain certain differences between 
non-thematic "object" constructions and non-thematic subject constructions 
in Kipsigas. Ihe last alternative analysis discussed is that oÂ prolepsis, 
involving the base-generation of non-thematic objects which are 
coreferential with an embedded argument. We discuss Higgins(1981) 
arguments in favour of prolepsis, which we reject for theoretical reasons, 
and we present arguments from the literature against prolepsis analyses for 
specific languages. Finally, we discuss certain constructions in English 
which we argue involve ECM movement of the type witnessed in the languages 
of this chapter. 
1.3.2 Chapter 3 
In this chapter we discuss constructions with non-thematic subjects. We 
begin by discussing briefly, the well-known cases of Raising to Subject in 
Qiglish. We then reexamine in more detail the Kipsigas non-thematic 
subject constructions discussed in Chapter 2. We show that they are 
different than both TCM movement constructions, and Raising to Subject 
constructions. To analyze them, we turn to English Tough constructions, 
limiting ourselves to a discussion of the so-called "theta-paradox'' of 
these constructions. To account for their thematic properties we suggest a 
less pure definition of D-structure than that of Chomsky(1981), in which 
only the thematic positions are referred to by the Theta Criterion. This 
allows us to base generate non-thematic NPs in A-bar and in some subject 
positions. The Principle of Full Interpretation requires us to propose the 
device of theta chain composition at LF, which allows us to constrain the 
distribution of base-generated non-thematic NPs in both ECM and Tough 
constructions. Tough predicates are defined as those which consider 
embedded A-bar positions to be A-positions for the purpose of theta chain 
composition at LF. We then return to Kipsigas, and see that the 
non-thematic subject constructions are accounted for by chain composition. 
Niuean and Standard Arabic non-thematic subject positions are examined 
next. It is seen that they have different properties from those of 
Kipsigas, and from English Raising to Subject constructions. The 
properties are, however, identical to those of ECM movement constructions, 
with the sole difference being that the latter involve Case marking verbs, 
whereas the non-thematic subject constructions involve non Case marking 
verbs. These data require an analysis of movement from an A to an A-bar to 
an A position, and we discuss the way to allow this, without allowing 
ungrammatical constructions in English, French, and other languages. I h e  
crucial factor here is the definition of variable. We conclude that there 
are many syntactic ways of producing a non-thematic subject construction, 
and that each is triggered by a specific lexical property of a verb. 
1.3.3 Chapter 4 
In Chapter 4 we turn to cases of BCM into NPs, commonly known as 
"Possessor Raising". Since our definition of government allows verbs to 
govern the specifiers of their complements, we expect to find the 
phenomenon of NP/ECM, which in fact we do. However, we note that this 
phenomenon will be constrained by the fact that the Case Filter will 
require the matrix NP to be assigned Case, and so an NP in specifier 
position will not be free to receive the Case assigned by a governing verb 
in most cases. Only if there is an extra Case available will IW/ECM be 
possible. We examine Kinyarwanda, and Tzotzil NP/EEM, showing that in 
these languages, verbal complexes may assign multiple Cases, and hence 
NP/BCM arises. We discuss in some detail the complexities of these cases 
of NP/ECM. 
CXir theory of government predicts that there will be no NP/BCM to 
specifiers of subject NPs, since a subject NP is not properly governed, and 
hence constitutes a barrier for an NP in its specifier. Furthermore, in 
all cases examined so far, ECM effects have been due to some lexical 
property of a verb, in particular, in the case of NP/B2M, of a verbs1 
multiple Case assigning talents. Chickasaw provides a counterexample to 
this claim, since it allows NP/ECM to subjects of intransitive verbs, as 
well as to objects. We show that in fact it does not counterexemplify our 
claims, since NP/ECM does in fact depend on verbal lexical properties, and 
involves structures which permit government of the possessor, where the 
possessor has moved to a position which is dominated by IP. Our analysis is 
based on the theory of Case assignment proposed by Levin & Massam(1984), in 
particular their theory of Surface-ergativity. We discuss the claims of 
Garden, Gordon & Munro(1982) that Chickasaw provides a strong argument 
against the Projection Principle, arguing instead that the Projection 
Principle's treatment of subject/object asymmetries allows for structures 
in which there is a separation made between the thematic external argument 
and the subject for predication, such as those which appear in Chickasaw 
NP/ECM structures. 
We turn to another type of NP/BCM, that where the BGM'd possessor 
receives dative Case, and acts as an indirect, rather than a direct 
argument of a verb. Szabolcsi's(1981,1983) account of Hungarian NP/ECM is 
presented, and modified to fit into the cross-linguistic picture presented 
here. It is seen that in some languages NPs have an AGR node, and a 
peripheral position similar to SPEC, which Szabolcsi calls KCMP. NP/ECM is 
thus seen to involve, in some languages, the movement of a possessor to a 
peripheral position, where it receives BCM. This compares with S/ECM 
movement discussed above, as Kinyarwanda and Tzotzil NP/ECM compare with 
IP-subcategorization S/BGM as found in English. We discuss other cases of 
dative NP/ECM in Romanian and in Choctaw and Chickasaw. 
We turn next to inalienable possessor NP/ECMl which in many languages 
presents properties different from those of alienable possessor NP/ECM. We 
look at Kinyarwanda and argue that inalienable possessor NPs and NP 
arguments of what we call "take-away" verbs, involve dative NP/ECM, similar 
to that discussed above for other languages. We discuss also Korean 
"take-away" NP/ECM. Some characteristics of Kinyarwanda dative NP/BCM 
cause us to question whether NP/ECM is the correct analysis for such 
structures, and we examine certain English, French and Warlpiri inalienable 
possessor sentences where the possessor appears as a separate NP from its 
possessed item, and yet it does not become separated by a syntactic 
process. ~u6ron'  forthco coming) notion of lexical chain formation in 
inalienable possession structures is discussed. Our conclusion is that 
in some way from their 
in one language, and by 
3 that each case must be judge1 
structures where possessors appear separated 
possessed, may be derived by syntactic means 
lexical or interpretive means in another, ani 
separately. 
The last language examined in this chapter 
S/ECM and inalienable possession are seen to 
is Turkish, in which NP/ECM, 
interact in a particularly 
interesting way. We have no solution to the Turkish data, but a possible 
line of inquiry is sketched out. 
1.3.4 Chapter 5 
In the final chapter, a theory of Case and chains is provided which 
integrates the findings of the thesis. First, the theory of Case of Levin 
& Massam(1984) is outlined, and it is seen to account for the 
Ergative/Absolutive//Nominative/Accusative parameter, as well as for 
various aspects of argument structure seen in passive and expletive 
structures. It also derives Bur zio' s (1981) Generalization (T<--->A) . We 
see that Case theory must be revised to account for ECM movement and Tough 
movement analyses, and we propose a theory of Case and chains in which each 
projected position must appear in a chain, which receives Case, and which 
is theta-licensed, either by containing a theta position, or by forming a 
composed chain with a chain which contains a theta position. 
The thesis ends with a discussion of the lexical properties which 
various verbs may have which allows them to appear in constructions with 
non-thematic subjects or "objects". We see that while there are basic 
semantic classes of verbs involved in such constructions across languages, 
there is no one to one mapping between a semantic class of verbs and a 
syntactic means of effecting ECM or a non-thematic subject construction. A 
typology is presented, showing the relations between semantic verb class 
and syntactic process, in a variety of languages. 
Chapter 2 
Exceptional Case Marking: A case of Case t o  Specifier 
2.1  I n t r o d u c t i o n  
2.1.1 Overview of  Chapter  2 
\ 
In t h i s  c h a p t e r  we examine t h e  phenomenon of Excep t iona l  Case Marking 
(ECM) c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  which we d e f i n e  as t h o s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which an 
element ( u s u a l l y  an argument) w i t h i n  an embedded complement c l a u s e  h a s  come 
to  act i n  sane way as a v e r b a l  argument ( u s u a l l y  a d i r e c t  o b j e c t )  of an 
immediately h i g h e r  c l a u s e . '  "In some way" may i n c l u d e  as l i t t l e  a s  being 
ass igned  Case by t h e  h i g h e r  v e r b ,  or i t  may a l t e r n a t i v e l y  i n c l u d e  t h e  
a b i l i t y  t o  undergo " o b j e c t - r e f e r r i n g "  r u l e s  i n  t h e  main c l a u s e  such a s  
1. Lefebvre  and Muysken(1982) a n a l y z e  Quechua BGM, showing t h a t  i n  t h i s  
language i t  is p o s s i b l e  to ECM non-arguments such as adverbs .  (Or\ Quechua, 
see also Cole  and Hermon ,1979,1981.)  In o t h e r  languages  such as I r i s h  
(S towel l ,1984 ,  M=Closkey,1983, 1985 P o s t a l , 1 9 8 5 , )  and Niuean ( S e i t e r , 1 9 8 0 ,  
and below, this c h a p t e r )  , and Greek (Joseph,1979)  t h e  ECM'd e n t i t y  does  n o t  
act a s  a d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  b u t  r a t h e r ,  a s  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  a p r e p o s i t i o n .  
reflexivization, Passive, agreement, etc. 
The view to be developed here incorporates two connected claims. First, 
although we retain the title "ECM", it is considered to be a misnomer, in 
that there is nothing in the Case marking itself which is exceptional, 
although the effect of this Case marking might be so considered in that 
Case is assigned by a verb to a non-sister which does not receive a 
theta-role from this verb. This is essentially the view of Chomsky(1981) 
and Stowell(1981). However, we will consider ECM to result not from 
Sf-deletion (as do Chomsky,1981 and Stowell,1981), but rather from the 
subcategorization of I33 verbs for IP. In this view, the non-exceptionality 
of BCM is due to our adoption of the definition of government of 
Chomsky(1985) (See Chapter 1) , by which a governor is able to govern into 
the specifier of its governed category.2 Since Case is assigned under 
government, this view allows verbs taking IP complements to assign Case to 
the specifier of IP, which contains the clausal subject. In considering 
this government and Case assignment the norm, we must also consider it to 
potentially occur in all environments, and not only in case of IP 
complements. We show that there is in fact evidence that Case is in 
general assigned to sentential specifiers, rather than only in cases more 
2. Tlie possibility for this was proposed in Kayne (1984) to account, for the 
most part, for different facts. 
generally considered to involve lXM3 (cf . Kayne ,1984) . 
Ihe second claim made here, a consequence of the non-exceptionality of 
Case marking in ECM structures, is that the cross-linguistic 
characterization of EGM (as defined above) is not as a unitary syntactic 
process, but rather as an effect (with semantic consequences) , achieved by 
general principles of grammar such as government and Case assignment as 
discussed in the previous paragraph, in conjunction with language-specific 
subcategorization or selection properties of certain verbs. 
Two points should be stressed with respect to the view of BCM outlined 
above. First, the notion that identical or similar effects across or 
within languages can be the result of any one of a variety of syntactic or 
lexical processes or constraints is unique neither to BGM nor to this 
thesis. Chomsky(1984) argues that the effect of Passivization results from 
the Case Filter (see Chapter 1 (9) ) and the general availability of "Itove 
Alpha" in conjunction with the change in value of a lexical feature [+CAI - 
(CA=Case Assigner) from [+] to [-I. Furthermore, there are cases commonly 
referred to as "Passives", which do not involve this feature change at all, 
such as the so-called "impersonal passives" of German and Dutch, or the 
3. BCM into NP complements, as opposed to sentential complements, will be 
discussed in Chapter 4. 
4. The semantic effects of ECM are discussed more in philosophical than in 
linguistic work. See for instance, Quine,1956. 
"subjectless" Passives of Polish argued for by Kitagawa(1984) (in Chapter 5 
Passivization and Case will be discussed). Also, Huang(1982), in his 
discussion of certain properties of Chinese and English presents evidence 
that the phenomenon of islandhood (cf.Ross11967) is another such effect 
which results from very different constraints, (some of which in fact apply 
at different levels of the grammar) . For example, Huang argues that the 
impossibility of extraction from adjuncts is due to an S-structure 
constraint, "Condition on Extraction Domains" which rules out extraction 
from non-properly governed domains, while Subjacency accounts for the 
impossibility of extraction from an argument "Wh-island", or a complex NP. 
A further aspect of the theory of BCM outlined herein is that it relies 
heavily on lexical properties of verbs with respect to subcategorization 
and head-selection. This, we feel, is all to the good, since clearly there 
is lexical idiosyncracy involved in ECM. Selection for properties of heads 
is substantially argued for. Subcategor ization (in terms of the category 
of a verb's complement) as a lexical property is more controversial, in 
that it has been argued that it is unnecessary. For instance, 
Pesetsky (1982) , working from Grimshaw (1979) , argues that the 
C(ategory)-selection of verbs can be derived from their Case marking 
properties in conjunction with the Case Filter, so that any Case assigning 
5. See Chom~ky(1957~1975). Most clear, are cases involving features such 
as animacy, gender, etc. Other cases involve the selection for a tensed or 
non-tensed complement -- eg .insist vs. %. 
verb with the appropriate S(emantic)-selection properties may take either 
an NP or a S' complement, whereas a non-Case marking verb may only take S '  
(or PP) ccrnplements. While such an analysis may account for the 
distribution of the categories NP and CP (although there are problems with 
this, discussed in Abney,1985), it leaves open the problem of the different 
distributions of CP and IP, necessary according to current assumptions to 
account for the distribution of PRO and of BCM'd complements, as well as, 
in sane accounts, for the distribution of gerunds. 6 
2.1.2 Organization of Chapter 2 
This chapter is organized as follows: In Section 2, we present an 
analysis of BCM in English. We argue that given the definition of 
government presented in (Chapter 1 (5)); and a view of Case marking which 
involves government and adjacency, English ECM can be accounted for simply 
by specifying that some verbs with clausal complements can subcategorize 
for IP. To propose an independant property (such as [+ - ECM]), is 
redundant. We note that our assumptions predict that Case assignment may 
occur to any Specifier, and we show that this leads to an explanation of 
certain facts regarding Case Resistance. The fact that this Case 
assignment does not show up morphologically is due to a constraint which 
6. This was pointed out to me by Kyle Johnson. For discussion of the 
properties which must be selected and/or subcategorized, see 
Grimshaw (1979) ,Reuland (1983) ,Rizzi (1982) ,Stowell (1981) . 
d i s a l l o w s  non-Case matching between o p e r a t o r s  and v a r i a b l e s .  Other 
l anguages  wi th  ECM s i m i l a r  to t h a t  of E h g l i s h ,  such a s  Hindi and I c e l a n d i c ,  
a r e  b r i e f l y  d i s c u s s e d .  
Hungarian is then d i s c u s s e d  as prov id ing  ev idence  t h a t  Case can be 
a s s i g n e d  to t h e  S p e c i f i e r  o f  CP as w e l l  as to IP  (wi th  t h e  expec ted  r e s u l t  
t h a t  Case marking is t h e  o n l y  way i n  which t h e  embedded argument behaves as 
an argument o f  t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b ) .  The main d i f f e r e n c e  between Engl i sh  and 
Hungarian r e s u l t s  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  d o e s  n o t  r e q u i r e  
C a s e - r e a l i z a t i o n  matching between a n  o p e r a t o r  and its theta-marked t r a c e  i n  
an A-bar c h a i n .  
In S e c t i o n  3 we  examine a n o t h e r  set of l anguages  t h a t  show t h a t  Case 
ass ignment  to S p e c i f i e r s  is p o s s i b l e .  Examining t h e  work o f  
Kayne (1981,1984) , Ri z z i  (1981,1982) and Raposo (1984,1985) , we p r e s e n t  
e v i d e n c e  from French,  I t a l i a n  and Por tuguese ,  t h a t  Case ass ignment  o c c u r s  
t o  s p e c i f i e r s .  We c o n s i d e r  t h i s  Case t o  be a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  
IP ,  by an e lement  i n  t h e  CCMP which a p p e a r s  under c e r t a i n  v e r b s  which 
select f o r  a complement w i t h  a complementizer c o n s i s t i n g  of t h e  f e a t u r e  
[+CAI. W e  t h u s  account  f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  so -ca l l ed  BCM v e r b s  i n  
t h e s e  l anguages ,  as well as f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between E n g l i s h ,  I c e l a n d i c  
and Hindi ECM on t h e  one hand,  and I t a l i a n ,  French and Por tuguese  ECM on 
t h e  o t h e r .  
The f i n a l  s e c t i o n  examines cases of ECM which appear  to  invo lve  
movement, such as those found in, for example, Berber, Fijian; Kipsigas 
Malagasy, itoroccan Arabic, Niuean, and Standard Arabic. ttost of these 
languages allow ECM to non-subjects, hence the Theta-Criterion and the 
Projection Principle dictate that ECM must indeed involve movement. It 
has been argued that this movement is to object position. We argue against 
a Raising to Object analysis, and in favour of one involving the lexically 
determined generation of a complement with an additional specifier 
position, into which Case can be assigned.g 'nie structures are compared to 
Topicalization and Left Dislocation structures, and seen to have different 
properties, and so we propose to consider the ECM'd NP to be the subject of 
7. Sources for data in these languages will be given as they are discussed 
below. 
8. Malagasy BCM occurs only to subjects, however, it too must be analyzed 
as involving movement. In Massam(1984) I argued differently, however data 
discovered since then in Randriam~imanana~1981 involving BCM from tensed 
clauses has called for a different analysis. In Massam(1984) I considered 
the subject NP to be base generated clause initially in ECM sentences, 
instead of clause finally. This exceptional word order was tied to the 
occurence of a particle ho which I believed to appear always and only in 
BCM clauses. However , in~andr i amasimanana (1 981) he shows that the 
particle ho appears in clauses other than ECM clauses, and furthermore it 
does not sways appear in ECM clauses. It appears that ECM may occur to 
tensed clauses, and that the subject NP is external to CP in such clauses, 
and hence they must involve movement to this position. That ECM movement 
is restricted to subjects is due to the fact that in Malagasy all movement 
is so restricted. See Keenan (1972,1976,1978) , Keenan & Comrie (1977) , 
Randriamasimanana (1981) , and Travis (1980,1984) . 
9. See Massam(1984) for an earlier version of this analysis, in which 
movement was considered to occur to CGMP. This analysis posed problems, 
pointed out by G. Garden, p.c. ,  in that E M  movement did not behave in all 
respects like other cases of movement to CCMP such as Tbpicalization. The 
differences will be discussed below. 
a CP predicate. We consider and reject also an indirect raising analysis 
and a prolepsis analysis. This discussion will lead us to the topic of 
Chapter 3: Tough Movement and Raising to Subject. 
2.2 ECM with IP Subcategorization 
2.2.1 English Data 
Examine the following structures: 
(1)a. People expect that Mooty will catch mice. 
b. Chandra expects Mooty to catch mice. 
c. Corbin expects her to catch mice also. 
d. Even Mooty expects herself to catch mice. 
e. In short, Mooty is expected to catch mice. 
In (lb), in contrast with (la), the thematic subject Mooty of the 
infinitival embedded clause is assigned accusative Case. This is seen in 
(lc), where it appears as her, not she. That her is governed by the matrix 
- - -
verb is evidenced by the fact that the embedded thematic subject can appear 
as a reflexive, coindexed with the matrix subject, as in (Id). And that 
the accusative Case of her is assigned by the matrix verb expect, (under 
-
government) is evidenced by the fact that her/she can appear as the matrix 
subject of a passivized verb as in (le). 
mere are many other facts relating to constructions such as those 
above. Discussed in detail in Postal(1974), is their interaction with 
other operations such as "Complex (heavy) NP Shift", quantifier scope 
readings. Gapping, and etc. Postal accounts for these facts by a Raising 
to Object analysis, whereby an embedded subject is raised to fill a 
subcategorized non-thematic object position in the matrix clause. 
2.2.2 ECM analysis 
As discussed in Chapter 1, a Raising to Object analysis is not available 
in GB theory, due mainly to the Projection Principle (see Chapter 1 (2)) , 
which rules out non-thematic complement positions. Instead, Exceptional 
Case Marking is proposed (Chomsky,1981); an operation whereby the 
infinitival sentential complements of certain propositional attitude verbs 
(expect, believe, think ,...) undergo St-deletion. Under a phrase 
structure schema where S' is a projection of S. St-deletion will result in 
a non-maximal complement, the subject of which will be in a position to be 
governed by the matrix verb (where government is defined as in (Chapter 
1,tfote 5) , where (*- , a governor, governs $ iff and P are in all the same 
maximal projections) . If Case is assigned under government (with an 
adjacency condition also imposed (cf.Stowell,1981)), then the subject of 
the embedded clause will be assigned Case by the matrix verb. The tree 
below illustrates. 10 
( 2  
Under the version of XI-theory we are assuming (given in Chapter 1) , S' is 
not a projection of S, but rather of CCMP, and S in fact is a maximal 
projection, IP. Notice now, that the questionable rule of S1-deletion is 
unnecessary; since S is a maximal projection, we can simply consider ECM 
verbs to subcategorize for IP. l1 Since subcategori zation for IP eradicates 
only one of the two maximal projections which usually intervene between a 
10. For a different analysis of English BCM, see Kayne (1984) . His work on 
ECM will be discussed further below, although not in any detail. 
Bouchard(1983) provides a critique of both Chomsky's and Kayne's views on 
ECM, and provides a different analysis. 
11. Another reason for positing S '  deletion was provided by Subjacency 
facts. Since the complement clause maximal projection did not act to 
prohibit extraction, it was theoretically necessary to delete it. Under 
the version of Subjacency outlined in Chapter 1, IP will not act to block 
extraction, since it is properly (theta-) governed by the matrix verb, 
hence the Subjacency facts are explained. A problem remains, however, as 
to why subcategorization for IP is so restricted. It appears to be 
subcategorized for only by verbs (unless sentences such as I'Pyramus planned 
for Thisbe to kiss him" involve a structure: [ P IP]. The possibility of 
IP-subcategorization might be determined by whither or not infinitival 
clauses need to be assigned Case in a particular language, see Section 2.4 
on Romance. 
matrix verb and the subject of its complement, under the sisterhood 
definition of government, conditions for Case assignment would not be met, 
and there would be no explanation for ECM sentences such as those in 
(lb-e) . There are two possibilities open to us We can consider BCM verbs 
to in fact be exceptional, in that they, and no other verbs, have an 
expanded government and Case domain, allowing Case assignment into the 
specifier of their complement. This seems redundant, however, as we must 
also specify that these verbs are unusual in that they subcategorize for 
IP . 
Tine second possibility is to adopt the notion of government given in 
Chapter 1 ( 2 ) ,  and repeated in part below. 12 
(3) Chomsky (1985) 
a. CA governs @ iff / c-commands @ and there is no t, & 
barrier for f> , such that "7 excludes o< 
(and there is no "closer" governor) 
Under this definition of government, a matrix verb governs its complement, 
and also the specifier and the head of this complement. Since the subject 
of IP is the specifier of IP, a verb subcategorizing for IP will govern, 
and hence Case mark this subject." Thus, in this view, ECM consists 
---------- 
12. The definition of "closer" in this definition of government is provided 
in Chapter l(6) . 
13. Case marking will always take place, in grammatical instances of IP 
subcategorization, since if it did not (i.e. if a [-CAI verb 
simply in subcategorization for IP, and the name "Exceptional Case Marking" 
is in fact a misnomer, since there is nothing exceptional about the Case 
marking in constructions such as (lb-e). Tne tree in (4) illustrates. 
. VP 
/ \ 
V IP ([+CA]=Case Assigner) 
(4 =Case Assignment) 
Given the independent motivation discussed in Chomsky(1985) for the 
definition of government in (Chapter l(5) ) , the second view of ECM is 
preferable, since it requires only that we specify the subcategorization 
features of BCM verbs, which must be done in either view. Furthermore, 
subcategorization for IP or CP must be specified even independently of ECM, 
in order to account for the distribution of PRO.   ow ever, if we allow 
---------- 
subcategorized for IP) , a Case Filter violation would result, since the NP 
subject would not receive Case. This subject could not be PRO, of course, 
since it is governed by the matrix verb. 
14. This is necessary because some verbs taking sentential complements must 
be specified to take only the category CP (or NP) as a complement, since 
this stipulation accounts for the fact that their infinitival sentential 
complements necessarily have a PRO subject. The presence of PRO indicates 
that CP, and not IP is the complement, since otherwise PRO would be 
governed, and a sentence such as "Maigret forgot to put down his pipe." 
would be ungranniatical. (cf. the ungrmaticality of I1*Maigret forgot 
Paris to be so foggy.", even though "forget ' can appear with NP objects, 
and hence is [+CAI-"Maigret forgot this fact.") On the other hand, there 
are verbs which take Infinitival complements, which never allow PRO 
subjects. This is accounted for by considering these verbs to necessarily 
appear with IP complements, in which PRO would be governed, hence ruling 
out sentences such as I1*Lenina believes to be afraid of Mr. Savage .I1, 
government into specifiers, we claim that any [+CAI verb can assign its 
Case to the specifier of its complement. Is this claim justified? The 
former view predicts that Case marking to a specifier will occur only under 
ECM verbs, and then only when these verbs are IP subcategorizers. This 
latter stipulation would be necessary because verbs which can take IP can 
also take CP, but when they take CP, to whatever extent they might be 
argued to exhibit BCM properties, so might other non-ECM verbs taking CP 
complements (See below) . 
In the following section, I will argue that the claim that any Case 
assigning verb may assign Case to its specifier is in fact justified, since 
it allows us to explain certain facts of complement distribution and Case 
Resistance, and is further substantiated by certain Hungarian structures. 
2.2.3 Case Assignment to SPEC: English 
2.2.3.1 The Prediction 
The view we are arguing for predicts that all verbal Case-assigners can 
assign Case to the specifier of their complement.15 We will now examine 
although "Lenina believes herself to be afraid of Mr. Savage." is 
acceptable. 
15. We consider here only verbal governors (Case assigners). Given the 
definition of government assumed herein, INFL will not govern (and hence 
will not assign Case) into the specifier of a sentential subject, since it 
is not a lexical governor (and so subjects are barriers for elements within 
evidence from English which bea r s  o u t  t h i s  p red ic t ion .  We cons ider  he re  
only  c a s e s  of s e n t e n t i a l  complements; NPs w i l l  be discussed in  Chapter 4. 
m e r e  a r e  four  types  of s e n t e n t i a l  complements t o  cons ider .  
(5)  a .  I n f i n i t i v a l  IPS 
b. Tensed CPs 
c. I n f i n i t i v a l  CPs 
d .  Bnnbedded ques t ion  CPs ( tensed  and i n f i n i t i v a l )  
In  each of t h e s e  c a s e s  t h e  requi red  conf igu ra t ion  might a r i s e ,  t h a t  is, 
t h e  con f igu ra t ion  i n  ( 6 )  . 
In c a s e  of ( 5 a ) ,  we have t h e  f a m i l i a r  BCM s i t u a t i o n  where the  s p e c i f i e r  NP 
is t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  embedded IP c l a u s e  and is Case marked by t h e  mat r ix  
---------- 
them). P repos i t i ons  are less c l e a r l y  non-lexical .  However, given t h e  
ungrannnaticality of sen tences  such as "*Who d i d  Emma p u t  her  needlework on 
-
t h e  p i c t u r e  of  t ? " ,  it appears  t h a t  they  do no t  l e x i c a l l y  govern t h e i r  
cmplements  , s i n c e  these  complements a c t  a s  b a r r i e r s  f o r  antecedent  
government. (Note t h a t  t h e  PP i t s e l f  cannot be considered t h e  b a r r i e r  
h e r e ,  s i n c e  t h e  complement of t h e  P can i t s e l f  be ex t r ac t ed  as i n  "What - - d i d  
Emma p u t  her  needlework on t?" (see Bal t in ,1978,  and Johnson, 
for thcoming).  This  view r e q u i r e s  t he  element - f o r  t o  be d i f f e r e n t  than  
o the r  p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  s i n c e  i t  can govern and a s s i g n  Case i n t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  
of I P  i n  sen tences  such as " M i s s  Alma was wishing f o r  t h e  doc tor  t o  see 
he r .  I' 
[+CAI verb. 
Let us assume the following: 
(7) Tlie specifier of CP is reserved for operators. 
(This stipulation is most likely derivable from an LF condition on 
interpretation, however, we will not attempt to derive it here.) 
Now, in cases of (5b,c,and d) the NP in the specifier of XP can only be 
a [W] NP (we leave aside for the moment the question of other [W] 
categories such as PPs). Note that if Case assignment to a (by definition, 
governed) specifier position is the norm, we might expect a [W] element 
in the specifier of CP (henceforth "SPEC" for the specifier of CP, and 
"specifier" for all others) to be Case marked by a [+CAI verb just as is 
the specifier of IP. We will consider each case in turn. 
2.2.3.2 Case Resistance: Tensed Clauses 
For (5b)--tensed clauses--Case marking to a specifier containing a trace 
of a [+Wh] NP might result in sentences such as ( E ) ,  which is generally 
considered ungrammatical (even given the weak "who/whom" distinction in 
English) . 16 
16. Apparently, m e  speakers of some British dialects allow sentences such 
as (8). This will be returned to below. Coreference will be indicated 
either by underlining or by indexing throughout the thesis. 
(8) * [Whom - [ d o e s  Campion t h i n k  [ t  - [ [  - t stole t h e  c h a l i c e ? ]  J ] ] ] 
Such d a t a ,  a t  f i r s t  g l a n c e ,  s u g g e s t  t h a t  i t  is  i n c o r r e c t  t o  assume t h a t  
Case ass ignment  to s p e c i f i e r s  is t h e  norm. However, t h e  s i t u a t i o n  is no t  
s o  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d .  F i r s t ,  i t  h a s  been argued by S towel l  t h a t  t ensed  
c l a u s e s  a r e  s u b j e c t  to  t h e  Case R e s i s t a n c e  P r i n c i p l e .  17 
( 9 )  -- The Case R e s i s t a n c e  P r i n c i p l e  (CRP) ( S t o w e l l ,  1981) 
Case may n o t  be a s s i g n e d  to a c a t e g o r y  bear ing  a 
Case-ass igning f e a t u r e .  
S t o w e l l  o b s e r v e s  that [+ - Tense]  is a Case-ass igning f e a t u r e ,  g e n e r a t e d  i n  
INFL, and moving to CCMP, t h e  head o f  S ' .  Hence, t ensed  c l a u s e s  f a l l  under 
( 9 ) .  In o u r  view, we c o n s i d e r  Tense to  be a g e n e r a t e d  f e a t u r e  o f  CCMP, s o  
17 .  We adopt  the Case R e s i s t a n c e  P r i n c i p l e  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  i n  as much a s  we 
c o n s i d e r  E h g l i s h  s e n t e n c e s  and p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s  t o  move away from 
Case-marked p o s i t i o n s .  However, it is n o t  c l e a r  whether t h e  Case 
R e s i s t a n c e  P r i n c i p l e  h o l d s  i n  a l l  languages .  S i n c e  t h e  d a t a  r e q u i r e d  t o  
test it are o f t e n  q u i t e  s u b t l e ,  and a r e  l a r g e l y  u n a v a i l a b l e  t o  me f o r  t h e  
l a n g u a g e s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h i s  and i n  fo l lowing  c h a p t e r s ,  I w i l l  f o r  t h e  most 
part remain a g n o s t i c  on t h i s  p o i n t .  Also u n c l e a r ,  is whether S t o w e l l  s 
claim t h a t  i t  is the p r e s e n c e  o f  a "Case Ass ign ing  f e a t u r e "  which c a u s e s  
s e n t e n c e s  and PPs to resist  Case is correct. The claim becomes 
q u e s t i o n a b l e  i n  a framework which c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  NPs wi th  p o s s e s s o r  
s u b j e c t s  c o n t a i n  mechanisms to  allow i n t e r n a l  Case ass ignment  t o  t h e s e  
p o s s e s s o r s .  See Chapter 4 f o r  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  NP-internal  Case 
ass ignment .  One last p o i n t  h e r e ,  is t h a t ,  whi le  we adopt  (some v e r s i o n  o f )  
S t o w e l l ' s  CRP f o r  E n g l i s h ,  we d o  n o t  a c c e p t  h i s  claim t h a t  CPs must be i n  
Case marked c h a i n s .  Rather  we c o n s i d e r  t h a t  CPs may, b u t  need n o t  r e c e i v e  
Case.  See Levin & Massam,1984, and Chapter  5 f o r  arguments r e g a r d i n g  t h i s .  
that a [ ^ Tense1 CCMP selects for a [ot. Tense] IP complement. 18 
~f we accept Stowell's CRP (but see Chapter 5 and note 8 for 
discussion), it would seem that in ( 5b ) ,  tensed clause complements, the 
specifier of the complement will never be in a position to receive Case 
from the verb which selects it, because the adjacency requirement on Case 
assignment will never be met. However, there are complicating factors 
which we will discuss below. 
2.2.3.3 Case Resistance: Infinitival Clauses 
We turn now to (5c)~infinitival CP complements. According to Stowell's 
Case Resistance Principle, these cases might also be expected never to 
allow Case-marking into a specifier. This is because, in his system, 
infinitivals ([-Tense]), are also Case Resistant, but in a way different 
from tensed clauses. In fact, in Stowell's words: " A  number of phenomena 
fall into place very nicely if we assume that a governing verb never 
assigns Case to a complement position which is occupied at D-structure by a 
to-infinitival clause, and that the clause intrinsically satisfies [the 
constraint that Theta-roles may only be assigned to A-positions which are 
18. A note here on "that-deletion": With Stowell, we consider that the 
canplementizer "that" may be deleted only if the trace which results is 
properly governed. After Case Resistance movement (adjunction to VP), a CP 
is both (structurally) governed by, and coindexed with, the verb, and hence 
can be considered to be still properly governed. 
a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  PRO or Case] " (=Stowel l '  s 2.2.15) ( S t o w e l l ,  1981, p. 177) . 1 9  
It seems, t h e n ,  t h a t  i n  t h e  c a s e  of i n f i n i t i v a l s ,  as w e l l  a s  t e n s e d  
c l a u s e s , t h e  BCM e f f e c t  w i l l  never  a r i s e .  In t h i s  c a s e ,  it is because  t h e  
Case which w e  e x p e c t  to f i n d  i n  SPEC w i l l  never  be a s s i g n e d  by a v e r b .  
Here t o o ,  however, t h e r e  a r e  compl ica t ing  f a c t o r s ,  t o  be d i s c u s s e d  below. 
2.2.3.4 Non Case R e s i s t a n c e :  Wh-Clauses 
The t h i r d  case to be c o n s i d e r e d  is ( 5 d ) ,  embedded q u e s t i o n s ,  such as  
t h o s e  i n  ( 1 0 ) .  
( 1 0 ) a .  Linda knows [who [ t i c e d  t h e  c a k e ] ]  c o z  i ts  a l l  p ink .  
b. B i l l  a sked  [what [the props-master had brought  
t o  r e h e a r s a l ]  ] 
c. P h y l l i s  e x p l a i n e d  [what [ PRO t o  f e e d  t to  t h e  b u d g i e s . ] ]  
- 
Here, t h e  i s s u e  is somewhat complex. S t o w e l l  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  t h e s e  c l a u s e s  
are n o t  C a s e - r e s i s t a n t ,  g i v e n  d a t a  such as i n  (11). 
(11) a .  Although [who [Jenny gave the d o l l  t o  t ]  1 amused us . .  . 
-
b .  We were t a l k i n g  a b o u t  [what [Kara shou ld  name her  d o l l  t ]  1 
- 
c. Tony c o n s i d e r s  [what [ h e  chooses  t o  e a t  t ] ]  t o  be v e r y  
- 
impor tan t .  
d .  Dawn e x p l a i n e d  [who t h e  Sandman is t ]  t o  h e r  c h i l d r e n .  
- - 
19.  Note h e r e  also t h a t  a n  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement, whi le  pe rhaps  n o t  
Case-marked, is p r o p e r l y  governed by a v e r b ,  s i n c e  i t  is theta-marked by 
t h i s  v e r b .  In S e c t i o n  2 .4  w e  w i l l  claim, fo l lowing  Raposo(1984) that i n  
c e r t a i n  Romance l anguages ,  i n f i n i t i v a l s  must be Case marked. 
H e  n o t e s  t h a t  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  c o n t r a s t  wi th  s e n t e n c e s  such as t h e  
fo l lowing  : 20 
( 1 2 ) a .  *Although [ t h a t  Jenny gave  t h e  d o l l  to Harry]  
amused u s .  . . 
b. *We were t a l k i n g  abou t  [ t h a t  Kara shou ld  name her d o l l  
"Le t tuce" ]  
c. *Tony b e l i e v e s  [ t h a t  I read  o l d  grammars i n  my s p a r e  
t ime]  to be r a t h e r  odd. 
d .  *Dam e x p l a i n e d  [ t h a t  y e a s t  makes bread r i s e ]  t o  he r  
c h i l d r e n .  
S t o w e l l  a t t r i b u t e s  t h e  c o n t r a s t s  above to t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  CRP is 
' ' s e n s i t i v e  to t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  e lement  p r e s e n t  i n  CCMP" 
(S towel l ,1981 ,  p .393) .  He c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  t h e  CRP a p p l i e s  to t h e  l e x i c a l  
head o f  a p h r a s e ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  to  t h e  p h r a s e  i t s e l f ,  and t h a t  CCMP is t h e  
head o f  S '  . I f  t h e  e lements  " t h a t " ,  " e " ,  and " f o r "  i n  CCMP, bear  Case 
- 
r e s i s t i n g  f e a t u r e s  [ + t e n s e ] ,  - t h e n  r e g u l a r  t ensed  and i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e s  
w i l l  be resistant to Case.  However, h e  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  i n  t h e  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  
c l a u s e s ,  t h e  Wh-NP is i n  t h e  head p o s i t i o n  of S ' .  S i n c e  NP does  n o t  bear  
any Case r e s i s t i n g  f e a t u r e s ,  t h e  Case a s s i g n e d  t o  S '  can be a s s i g n e d ,  
w i t h o u t  v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  CRP. S t o w e l l  n o t e s  f u r t h e r  t h a t  t h i s  a b i l i t y  to 
a s s i g n  Case t o  a c l a u s e  o n l y  e x i s t s  i f  t h e  e lement  i n  COMP may bear  Case.  
Hence, Wh-PPs i n  COMP d o  n o t  render  a c l a u s e  non-Case r e s i s t a n t ,  as i n  (13)  
20. The d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  f a c t s  d i s c u s s e d  h e r e  are f o r  t h e  most p a r t  t r u e  o f  
I n f i n i t i v a l  complements a l s o ,  however, we w i l l  u se  o n l y  t e n s e d  complement 
examples.  
be l o w .  21  
( 1 3 ) a .  *Although [ i n  which book [ s h e  met P e t e r  t ] ]  
--- - 
d o e s n ' t  a f f e c t  H a r r i e t  ... 
b.  *Chrisanne was t a l k i n g  a b o u t  [ a t  -- which g a l l e r i e s  - [ s h e ' d  
had shows t ]  ] 
c. *Pe te r  c o n s i d e r s  [on whose p i a n o  [ h e  p l a y s  t ] ]  t o  be o f  
--- - 
prime importance.  
d .  * P o i r o t  mentioned [ w i t h  which weapon [ t h e  murder had been 
-- 
committed t ]  ] t o  t h e  d o c t o r .  
- 
While S t o w e l l  c o n s i d e r s  t h e  Wh-word i n  CCMP t o  a c t  a s  t h e  head o f  t h e  
c l a u s e ,  f o r  u s ,  due t o  t h e  X' schema we a r e  assuming, t h i s  cannot  be so. 
However, h i s  a n a l y s i s  need n o t  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  changed i f  we allow Case t o  
be a s s i g n e d  to e i t h e r  a S p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n ,  o r  to a head. Case R e s i s t a n c e  
takes p l a c e  o n l y  i f  n e i t h e r  t h e  head o r  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  is a b l e  t o  " r e c e i v e "  
t h e  Case.  Thus,  Case r e s i s t a n c e  w i l l  never  occur  i f  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a 
c l a u s e  (whether it be IP  or CP) is a b l e  t o  r e c e i v e  Case,  i .e . ,  is an NP. 2 2 
This a n a l y s i s  r a i s e s  an immediate q u e s t i o n ,  b o t h  f o r  S t o w e l l ' s  a n a l y s i s  
21. Wh-words such as "where, "why' etc. act as NPs i n  this r e g a r d ,  s i n c e  
t h e y  also render  a c l a u s e  non Case r e s i s t a n t ,  as i n :  "Gabr ie l  Oak e x p l a i n e d  
why the c o r n  r i c k  was on f i r e  to Bathsheba." The d i f f e r e n c e  between 
"whether" and " i f "  is e x p l a i n e d  i f  we c o n s i d e r  "whether" to be i n  SPEC, and 
"if" to be i n  CCMP. 
22. As w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  below, this view depends  on our  c l a i m ,  in t roduced  
i n  Note 8 ,  and to  be argued  f o r  i n  Chapter  5,  t h a t  s e n t e n c e s ,  whi le  a b l e  to 
-
be i n  Case a s s i g n e d  c h a i n s ,  are n o t  r e q u i r e d  t o  be i n  Case a s s i g n e d  c h a i n s  
( w e  w i l l  c o n s i d e r  them t o  have i n h e r e n t  Case m a r k i n g ) .  Th i s  is because ,  i t  
is o n l y  i f  t h e  s e n t e n t i a l  complement does  n o t  i t s e l f  r e q u i r e  t h e  Case which 
is a s s i g n e d  by t h e  v e r b ,  t h a t  t h i s  Case is a b l e  to be a s s i g n e d  t o  ano ther  
XP, namely t h e  NP i n  S p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n .  We w i l l  see i n  Chapter 4 t h a t  
t h i s  h a s  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  ECM i n t o  NP complements. 
and our revision of it. If the Wh-NP in SPEC is able to receive the Case 
that is assigned to the complement, why is this Case not able to be 
realized on this Wh-NP, as it is on an "ECM'd" NP? In other words, why are 
(14a-d) not grammatical? 
(14)a. *Walter knew [whom [ t could have delivered 
- - 
the newspapers ] ] 
b. *Ann was talking about [whom [ t should take over 
- - 
the bookstore] ] 
c. *Randy believes [[whom [t has been to Ball] to be an 
- - 
interesting question] 
d. *Doreen explained [whom - [t - abolished the monasteries]] 
to her mother. 
There are two possible answers to this question. First, we might simply 
rule out the possibility of two Cases being assigned to a single chain. 
While the notion that chains may only be assigned one Case is usually 
invoked to describe properties of A-chains, it might be possible to extend 
this to all chains. This solution is conceptually awkward, however, as it 
would mean that although Case resistance would not occur, since NPs are not 
Case resistant, in fact, Case assignment would be unable to take place. 
This in turn raises theoretical problems. In Stowell's theory, (cf. 
Chomsky, 1981) Case must be assigned to S '  (=CP) for its theta role to be 
visible. Thus, if Case is not assigned in (14), a Theta-Criterion 
violation should result. In the Case theory assumed here (see Chapter 5), 
Case assignment is not required for theta visibility of CPs, however, as 
will be argued below in Chapter 5, Case assignment is not optional, and 
hence the complicated scenario of no resistance and no assignment just 
outlined is impossible. 
There is a simpler explanation at hand, however, for the 
ungrammaticality of (14). It is, that while Case is assigned to the CP 
complement in (14), which does not resist it, due to the presence of the NP 
in its Specifier which receives it, the Case is not phonologically 
realized, due to a matching effect as below, where Ehglish makes the 
unmarked choice. 23 
n 1 (15) a an A-bar chain ; (Op, . . . t , tn'l,. . . t ) , 
The Case realized on Cp must match the Case of ti: 
In the unmarked case, i = 1. 
- - 
We consider this constraint to be quite superficial. This is supported by 
the fact that, for some speakers, particularly, it seems, of sane British 
English dialects, sentences such as (8) are considered marginal or 
acceptable .24 Farther support, both for the superficial nature of (15) and 
23. The correct formulation of this proposal, would be more complicated 
than this, since languages (such as Hungarian) which do not select the 
unmarked case appear to have other constraints on matching, as will be 
discussed below. Also, it might be desirable to incorporate into this 
constraint, various "compatibility" statements (i.e. statements as to 
which Cases might co-occur in a chain. 
24. This was pointed out in Kiss(1985). While the possibility of 
hypercorrection must be considered in these cases, it is notable that 
"*Whom came." is not a possible sentence, which argues that "whom" is 
possible, only if the Wh word has passed through an accusative Case marked 
position. Possibly, however, the confusion caused by a longer sentence 
creates an environment for hypercorrection which does not exist in the 
simpler cases. 
for our claim that Case assignment occurs to specifiers, is found in the 
fact that in some languages, Case assignment can be seen to occur to SPEC, 
due to the fact that (15) does not hold. (See below for a discussion of 
Hungarian in this regard.) 
Let us now briefly consider (16) . 
(16) *Bernicci knows [whom -[ - t to videotape the sequence] ] 
Note that in this sentence, (15) might not be expected to rule out Case 
realization, since no Case at all is assigned to the variable, and 
therefore no Case realization conflict could arise. 25 Here , however , there 
is an independent reason why the sentence is ungrammatical, namely, that 
the variable is not Case marked. Recall (Chapter 1) that we are adopting 
the claim of Chomsky(l.981) and of Stowll(1981) that NPs in A-positions 
must receive Case (or be PRO) in order to receive their theta-roles. (Itus 
will be revised in Chapter 5.) Hence, (16) is unqrannnatical due to the 
Iheta Criterion. (See below for a discussion of Romance languages, which 
handle sentences similar to (16) differently). Note that an explanation 
such as this is necessary even if we consider ECM verbs to be the only ones 
which allow Case assignment into Specifier positions, since (16) contains 
an ECM verb. At the very least, it demonstrates that in this view it is 
25. We might consider lack of Case not to match with Accusative Case, but 
as will be seen below, a consideration of Romance ECM informs us that more 
than this needs to be said. 
necessary to consider the [ + I 3 3 1  verb "know" to be both ECM - and an IP 
subcategorizer 26 
2.2.3.5 Case Assignment to traces in SPEC 
Stowell's account for the non resistance to Case of embedded Wh-clauses 
raises a second question also. Tills is: Is the presence of a Wh-trace in 
SPEC sufficient to render a clause non Case resistant? It would be 
predicted that it does, since, in general, traces are able to receive 
Case. This means that Case resistance should not rule out Case assignment 
to SPEC whenever SPEC is not empty, as was tentatively suggested above. 
The data which would determine the correctness of this prediction however, 
are indeterminate, for reasons having to do with independent aspects of GB 
theory. According to Stowell, there are four types of constructions 
relevant to determining Case Resistance. These are those in which a CP 
appears in an embedded subject position (from whence it cannot 'Ibpicalize) , 
after a preposition, in the subject position under an ECM verb, and as 
object of a verb before another VP level modifier. (cf. egs 11) above) In 
order to test for the Case Resistance of CPs with traces in SPEC, 
therefore, we must extract from sentences in these positions. The results 
---------- 
26. It also creates complications for a theory of ECM as involving 
structures with CP which somehow allow government of the subject position 
in that it seems that a verb cannot simultaneously select for WH and effect 
ECM to subject position. This strengthens the tie between IP 
subcategorization and BCM to subject position. 
are ungrammatical .  
(17)a.*Who -d i d  [a l though  ( t h a t )  you had met - t ]  bothered 
C h a r l o t t e  s h e  kep t  q u i e t .  
b.*Which motorcycle  were you t a l k i n g  abou t  [ - t [ ( t h a t )  C h r i s  
had bought t ? ]  
c .*Which d r e s s d i d  Mar i l l a  c o n s i d e r  [ [ t [ ( t h a t )  Anne wanted t ]  ] 
-- 
- - 
to  be r i d i c u l o u s ]  
d.*Who d i d  Sher lock ment ion It [ ( t h a t )  he  had s e e n  t ]  t o  Watson? 
- - - 
However, t h e  ungrammat ica l i ty  of t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  is n o t  due to t h e  f a i l u r e  
o f  t h e  CP t o  resist Case. In a l l  cases (a-d) , o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  are 
v i o l a t e d ,  as is made clear by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  is  impossible  t o  e x t r a c t  
from NPs as w e l l  as CPs i n  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s .  In  (17a), t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a 
Wh-phrase from t h e  s e n t e n c e  under: examinat ion v i o l a t e s  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  
a g a i n s t  e x t r a c t i n g  an e lement  from an a d j u n c t .  Th i s  c o n s t r a i n t  a l s o  r u l e  
o u t  ( 1 8 ) .  
(18) *Who -d i d  a l t h o u g h  p i c t u r e s  of t bothered C h a r l o t t e ,  
- 
T e r r y  bought them. 
S i m i l a r l y ,  e x t r a c t i o n  from NPs a f t e r  (some) p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  as well as from 
s e n t e n c e s  a f t e r  p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  is ungrammatical ,  t h u s  a rgu ing  t h a t  t h e  CRP 
is n o t  involved i n  t h e  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  of (17b) 
(19)  *Who was Mar t in  t a l k i n g  abou t  p i c t u r e s  o f  t ?  
- - 
I n  (17c)  and (17d) also, u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  also arises i f  t h e  c l a u s e  
e x t r a c t e d  from is an NP. 
(20) a .  *Who d i d  A r t i e  c o n s i d e r  p i c t u r e s  o f  t t o  be  bad? 
-
b. *Who d i d  Pau l  mention p i c t u r e s  of t t o  t h e  c u r a t o r ?  
- - 
There is one l a s t  s t r u c t u r e  to be examined h e r e .  In cases of  s e n t e n t i a l  
o b j e c t s  where t h e r e  is no second argument i n  t h e  VP, e x t r a p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  
o b j e c t  is s t r i n g  vacuous.  S t o w e l l  a r g u e s ,  however t h a t  Case r e s i s t a n c e  
d o e s  take p l a c e  i n  s e n t e n c e s  such as (21)  . 
(21)  Chr i sanne  t h i n k s  [ ( t h a t )  Dee bought t h e  p a i n t i n g ] .  
According to our c l a i m s  above,  t h i s  Case r e s i s t a n c e  should be p reven ted  i f  
t h e  embedded c l a u s e  c o n t a i n s  a t r a c e  i n  SPEC. Unl ike  i n  t h e  c a s e s  above,  
e x t r a c t i o n  is p o s s i b l e  h e r e ,  b u t  due t o  t h e  s t r ing-vacuousness  of 
e x t r a p o s i t i o n  i n  such c a s e s ,  t h e r e  is no  c o n t r a s t  between (20 )  and ( 2 1  ) .  
(21) - Who does  Chrisanne t h i n k  [ t  - [ [ t  - bought t h a t  p a i n t i n g ? ] ] ]  
There  is some i n d i c a t i o n  however, that Case is a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  SPEC of  t h e  
CP canplement  i n  ( 2 1 ) .  As mentioned above,  f o r  some speakers, e s p e c i a l l y ,  
it seems, B r i t i s h  s p e a k e r s ,  s e n t e n c e s  such as (22)  a r e  a c c e p t a b l e ,  where 
the Wh-word a p p e a r s  i n  t h e  Case o f  t h e  canplement  i t  was e x t r a c t e d  from. 
T h i s  a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  v a l u e  f o r  i i n  (15) above is v a r i a b l e  i n  F n g l i s h .  
- 
(22)  Whom does  Chrisanne t h i n k  [ t  [ t bought t h a t  p a i n t i n g ] ] ?  
- - 
2.2.3.6 Conclusion 
Tne Biglish data we have examined argue that Case is routinely assigned 
to an element in SPEC, since we can explain the fact that embedded 
interroqatives, as opposed to non-interrogatives, do not resist Case. When 
we examined SPECS with Wh-traces to determine if these also did not resist 
Case, we found that extraction is ruled out on independent grounds in 
almost all relevant constructions, and where it is not, in the case of 
sentential objects, there is sane grounds for the claim that there is no 
Case resistance here, and that Case is assigned to this SPEC. Hence, it 
seems that Ehglish ECM can be considered to result from the fact that 
certain verbs can subcategorize for IP, with nothing exceptional about the 
Case assignment in ECM. 
2.2.4 Other Cases of IP BCM 
2.2.4.1 Hindi ETM 
There are many other languages, which, like English, effect ECM by 
subcategorization of IP complements. Wall and Joshi(1984) discuss Hindi 
and Marathi, arguing that an ECM analysis is empirically superior to one of 
Raising to object .27 This is because Hindi exhibits quirky Case assignment 
(cÂ£.Marantz,1984) 21 terms of Chomsky(1984), we can consider that Case 
assignment consists of two subparts: Case assignment, and Case 
realization. In Ehglish, structural Case, (accusative and nominative) is 
assigned and realized at S-structure. (This is not the case for inherent 
Case, such as genitive, which is assigned at D-structure, and is 
theta-related, as will be discussed below in Chapter 4.) In Hindi and 
Marathi, however, as Wali & Joshi show, the Case that a verb assigns its 
object is assigned at D-structure, but is not realized until S--structure. 
Furthermore, certain conditions must hold for it to be realized, since the 
Case of the object of a Passive verb cannot be realized in object position, 
thus forcing movement, just as in English. 2 8 
(23) (Hindi) 
a. Raajne Sunil-ko phatkaaraa. 
Raaj Sunil-Acc scolded 
'&a j scolded Suni 1. I' (W&J ,2a) 
b. Sunil-ko phatkaaraa gayaa 
Sun il-Acc scolded Pass 
"Sunil was scolded."(W&J, 2a2) 
27. They also argue against a Control analysis. 
28. The numbers after the examples refer to the example numbers of Wall & 
Joshi(1984). In Appendix I, glosses are explained for all data. 
(24)  (Mara th i )  
a .  Minini  Ravi-laa khadsaavla .  
Mini Ravi-Acc sco lded  
"Mini sco lded  Ravi . I 1  ( W & J ,  2b) 
b. Ravi- laa  khadsaavla  g e l a  
Ravi-Acc sco lded  P a s s  
"Ravi was sco lded ."  (W&J,2b2) 
Wall & J o s h i  show t h a t  t h e  same e f f e c t  h o l d s  of Rais ing to S u b j e c t  a l s o ,  
as shown i n  t h e  Marathi  examples below. 
(25)  a.  Asa d i s t a  k i  Mini k a r a p t  j h a a l i  aahe  
i t  seems t h a t  Mini c o r r u p t  become Aux 
" I t  seems t h a t  Mini h a s  become c o r r u p t . "  (W&J,3a) 
b. Mini k a r a p t  j h a a l e l i  d i s t e  
"Mini seems t o  have become c o r r u p t .  " ( W & J ,  3a2) 
(26) '  a .  Asa d i s t a  k i  Mini-ni Rav i laa  p a a h y l a  
i t  seems t h a t  Mini-Erg Ravi-Acc saw 
"I t  seems t h a t  Mini saw Ravi ." (W&J, 3b) 
b. Mini-ni Ravi- laa  p a a h y l e l a  d i s t a  
"Mini seems to  have seen  Ravi" (W&J,3b2) 
In KM, however, the Case which a p p e a r s  on t h e  BCM1d NP is n o t  t h a t  
a s s i g n e d  by t h e  embedded s u b j e c t ,  b u t  r a t h e r ,  t h a t  a s s i g n e d  by t h e  m a t r i x  
o b j e c t ,  i n  both  l anguages .  (Note also t h a t  t h e  ass ignment  o f  Case t o  t h e  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  the complement a p p e a r s  t o  undermine Case R e s i s t a n c e ,  as we 
would p r e d i c t  i n  a language which h a s  Case R e s i s t a n c e . )  
(27)  (Hind i )  
a .  Raai maantaa h a i  k i  S u n i l  bahut  k a r a p t  ha i  -
Raaj b e l i e v e s  t h a t  S u n i l  v e r y  c o r r u p t  Aux 
"Raaj b e l i e v e s  t h a t  S u n i l  is v e r y  c o r r u p t . "  (W&Ji4a) 
b. Raaj S u n i l - k m  bahut  k a r a p t  maantaa h a i  
Raaj b e l i e v e s  S u n i l  t o  be c o r r u p t  ." ( W & J l  4a2) 
(28)  (Mara th i )  
a .  Mini samaj te  k i  Ravi k a r a p t  aahe 
Mini c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  Ravi c o r r u p t  Aux 
"Mini c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  Ravi is cor rup t . " (W&J,4b)  
b. Mini Ravi-laa k a r a p t  s a m a j t e  
'Mini  c o n s i d e r s  Ravi to  be c o r r u p t . "  (W&Ji4b2) 
Wali & J o s h i  show t h a t  t h i s  is confirmed by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  inanimate  
o b j e c t  NPs which a r e  u s u a l l y  a s s i g n e d  n u l l  Case a t  D s t r u c t u r e ,  must t a k e  
an o v e r t  o b j e c t  Case i f  t h e y  a r e  s u b j e c t s  embedded under ECM v e r b s  and t h u s  
t h e  i n h e r e n t  animate/ inanimate  d i s t i n c t i o n  is l o s t .  
(29)  (Hind i )  
a.  Raaj-ne p a t t h a r  (*pat thar-ko)  phekaa 
Raaj-Erg s t o n e  -Ace threw 
"Raaj threw t h e  s t o n e  ." (W&J, 5a) 
b.  Raaj p a t t h a r - k o  ( * p a t t h a r )  bhagwaan maantaa h a i  
"Fbaj s t o n e  -Ace god b e l i e v e s  
' R a a j  b e l i e v e s  s t o n e  t o  be a god ." ( W & J l  5a2) 
(30) (Mara th i )  
a .  Minini dagad (*dagadaa-laa) phek la  
Mini s t o n e  -Ace threw 
"Mini threw t h e  s t o n e . "  ( W & J ,  5b) 
b .  Mini dagdaa- laa  (*dagad) dev samaj t e  . 
Mini s t o n e  -Ace god c o n s i d e r s  
"Mini c o n s i d e r s  s t o n e  t o  be a god." (W&Ji5b2) 
These f a c t s  a r e  e x p l a i n e d  i f  we c o n s i d e r  t h a t  v e r b s  i n  Hindi and Marathi  
a s s i g n  Case a t  D-s t ruc tu re ,  and t h a t  t h i s  Case t a k e s  one form i f  a t h e t a  
r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  between t h e  Case a s s i g n i n g  v e r b  and t h e  NP t o  which t h e  Case 
is a s s i g n e d ,  and ano ther  form i f  t h e r e  is n o t  such a r e l a t i o n .  A t  
S - s t r u c t u r e ,  Case is r e a l i z e d  i n  a form depending on t h e  Case a s s i g n e d ,  
under c o n d i t i o n s  i n c l u d i n g  government,  and some o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n  which 
e x p l a i n s  why movement is f o r c e d  i n  P a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  This second 
c o n d i t i o n  can be d e s c r i b e d ,  i n  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  Case t o  be argued f o r  
th roughout  t h i s  t h e s i s  (see also Levin & Massarn,l984), as due to  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  always a t  least two p r e r e q u i s i t e s  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  Case 
ass ignment .  The f i r s t  is t h a t  a governor  be a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  a Case ,  and 
t h e  second is t h a t  t h i s  governor  have t h e  f e a t u r e  [+CAI. In Hindi and 
Mara th i ,  t h e n ,  t h e  Case a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  v e r b  is a s s i g n e d  a t  D-s t ructure  
r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e  f e a t u r e  [+CAI - f o r  t h e  v e r b .  However, t h i s  
Case cannot  be r e a l i z e d  u n l e s s  governed by a [+CAI element  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  
Hence, i n  p a s s i v e ,  where t h e  v e r b  is [-CAI, movement is f o r c e d .  The same 
s i t u a t i o n  h o l d s  f o r  s u b j e c t s  o f  i n f i n i t i v e s  as i n  t h e  r a i s i n g  examples 
above.  2 9 
Two o t h e r  p o i n t s  a r e  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t .  An BCM'd NP cannot  a c t  a s  
an a n t e c e d e n t  f o r  a r e f l e x i v e  i n  t h e  embedded c l a u s e  ( t h e s e  r e f l e x i v e s  may 
29. Wali & J o s h i  also p r o v i d e  o t h e r  arguments  f o r  BCM i n  Hindi and Mara th i ,  
f o r  which we r e f e r  t h e  r e a d e r  t o  t h e i r  p a p e r .  
t a k e  o n l y  s u b j e c t s  a s  t h e i r  a n t e c e d e n t s ) .  In t h i s ,  Hindi is  u n l i k e  
I c e l a n d i c ,  t o  be d i s c u s s e d  below. 
(31) a .  (Hind i )  
Raaj J i t a n - k o  apanaa s a b s e  ba raa  dushman maantaa h a i  
Raaj J i tan-Acc s e l f ' s  g r e a t e s t  enemy b e l i e v e s  
'Raaj b e l i e v e s  J i t a n  to be s e l f ' s  (*J) g r e a t e s t  enemy." 
(W& J, 7a2) 
b .  (Marathi )  
Mini Ravi-laa swataabaddal  udaas in  s a m a j t e  
Mini Ravi-Acc s e l f - a b o u t  a p a t h e t i c  b e l i e v e s  
"Mini b e l i e v e s  Ravi to be a p a t h e t i c  t o  s e l f  (*R) .I' (W&J17b2) 
Also,  ECM is imposs ib le  to  s u b j e c t s  o f  embedded c l a u s e s  which are 
i d i o m a t i c .  Hence: 
(32)  a .  (Hind i )  
u s k i  roti (*uske rot i  -koo) pak i  h u i  samajho 
h i s  bread h i s  bread-Acc cooked c o n s i d e r  
"Consider h i s  bread cooked (=goose cooked) " ( W & J ,  l 4 a )  
b .  (Mara th i )  
t y a a c i  p o l l  (* tyaacaa  poli - - l aa )  p a k l e l i  samjaa 
h i s  b read  h i s  bread-Acc cooked c o n s i d e r  
' 'Consider h i s  b read  cooked (=goose cooked) " (W&J, l 4 b )  
T h i s  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  migh t  be d u e  t o  t h e  f a c t ,  t h a t  i n  ECM s t r u c t u r e s ,  
t h e  speaker's b e l i e f  i n  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  BCM'd NP is e n t a i l e d ,  as 
e x e m p l i f i e d  i n  the fo l lowing  s e n t e n c e s .  The e f f e c t  is s t r o n g e s t  wi th  smal l  
c l a u s e s  as i n  ( 3 3 c ) .  
(33)  a. The poet b e l i e v e d  t h a t  f a i r i e s  were a t  t h e  bottom of 
h i s  garden.  
b .  The poet b e l i e v e d  f a i r i e s  to be a t  t h e  bottom of  h i s  
garden.  
c .  Mi les  c o n s i d e r s  g h o s t s  b e a u t i f u l .  
Inus, the English counterparts of the Hindi and Marathi sentences above are 
also not entirely acceptable (but see below). 
(34) ??I consider his goose to be cooked. 
2.2.4.2 Icelandic BCM 
'nirdinsson(l979) also discusses ECM, in Icelandic, wbich he argues to be 
Raising to ~bject.~' Of interest here is that in Icelandic, an ECM'd KP 
appears with the Case that is assigned to it by the embedded verb if this 
Case is inherent, that is, dative or genitive, rather than nominative, as 
seen below. 
( 3 5 )  a. Idr dkar vib harm 
"I (Dat) like him" (T,6.25.1) 
b. Vindsins gztir minna h& 
"The wind (Gen) feels less here. 'I 
(i .e .""me wind is less noticeable here .'I) (TI 6.25.2) 
(36) a. mrFa telur *miQ/mer ll'ka vi8 hann 
Mary believes me (*Acc/Dat) to like him." (T,6.26.1) 
/ 
b. Eg tel *vindinn/vindsins gzta minna her 
I believe the wind (*Acc/Gen) to be less noticeable here.'' 
( T I  6.26.2) 
This is in contrast to ECM in cases where the Case that the lower verb 
wuld assign Is nominative. Here, the ECM'd NP shows up as accusative. 
30. We will not argue for an ECM analysis of Icelandic here, but from the 
data Ihrainsson provides, it appears that an ECM analysis is not 
problematic, given our theoretical assumptions regarding government, Case, 
etc. 
/ / / (37) a .  Eg t e l  Mariu Vera Â£if 
I b e l i e v e  Mary (Acc) t o  be a f o o l . "  (T,6 .2 .1)  
b. fonna6ur inn k i t  f o r e l d r a n a  h a f a  f a r  id  heirn 
"The chairman c o n s i d e r e d  t h e  p a r e n t s  ( k c )  t o  have 
gone home." (T,6 .2 .2)  
As wi th  t h e  Hindi and Marathi  d a t a ,  t h e  I c e l a n d i c  f a c t s  above can be 
e x p l a i n e d  by a t h e o r y  o f  i n h e r e n t  Case which c o n t a i n s  two f a c t o r s ;  t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  a Case to be a s s i g n e d ,  and t h e  a b i l i t y  to a s s i g n  i t .  In  t h e  
(35) and (36) s e n t e n c e s ,  t h e  embedded INFL a s s i g n s  its Case as 
D-st ructure .  3 1 
According to ~ h r h s s o n ,  I c e l a n d i c  is u n l i k e  H i n d i ,  i n  t h a t  i t  p e r m i t s  
i d i m s  t o  k ECM'd (where,  T h r h s s o n  states , t o r f a l k  is never  used e x c e p t  
- 
as the " o b j e c t "  o f  q j a l d a  "pay" , and smihshbgcj is l i k e w i s e  used o n l y  i n  t h e  
idiom o f  (38b) .) 
(38)  a. I& te l  tor f a l o g i n  h a f a  v e r  ib  q o l d i n  
' I  b e l i e v e  d u t y  to  have been done ." ( T I  6.32.2a) 
b .  E& t e l  ani&shcfflcli& h a f a  v e r i b  rekih a v e r k i & .  
"I  b e l i e v e  the j o b  t o  have been f i n i s h e d . "  (TI 6.32.2b) 
C o n t r a r y  to what was s a i d  above.  ~ h r 6 i n s s o n  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  idiom chunks 
i n  R q l i s h  may also be BCM'd. And i n  f a c t ,  the s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  id ioms h e  
31. This view upholds  t h e  Uniformity  Condi t ion  o f  Chomsky(1985) (see 
Chapter  4 below) i f  we c o n s i d e r  t h a t  t h e  embedded v e r b  can be s a i d  t o  Case 
mark the embedded s u b j e c t  even though r e a l i z a t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  under 
government by the [+CAI m a t r i x  v e r b .  P o s s i b l y ,  t h e  embedded s u b j e c t  is 
Case marked twice .  T h i s  s t r u c t u r e  is similar t o  T z o t i l  s t r u c t u r e s  
i n v o l v i n g  EGM i n t o  NPs which w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  Chapter 4. 
u s e s  can be ECM'd more e a s i l y  than  can goose above.  (Thrainsson judges  
- 
such s e n t e n c e s  to  be a c c e p t a b l e ,  b u t  I c o n s i d e r  t h e  second and t h i r d  of 
them less than e n t i r e l y  so ) 
(39) a .  I b e l i e v e  t a b s  t o  have been kep t  on P i p .  
b .  ?I b e l i e v e  heed to have been p a i d  to Bl ind Pew's  warning.  
c.  ?I b e l i e v e  advan tage  t o  have been t a k e n  o f  Rebecca. 
I c e l a n d i c  is also u n l i k e  Hindi and Marathi  i n  t h a t  a s u b j e c t  r e f e r r i n g  
r e f l e x i v e  i n  t h e  embedded c l a u s e  is a b l e  t o  r e f e r  to  the BCM1d NP, as s e e n  
i n  (40a)  (or ,  i n  f a c t  to t h e  m a t r i x  s u b j e c t  as i n  ( 4 0 b ) ) .  R e c i p r o c a l s  may 
r e f e r  o n l y  to  t h e  embedded BCM1d s u b j e c t ,  a s  i n  ( 4 0 c ) .  
(40)  a .  & t e l  ~ 6 n .  h a f a  raka6  * h a m  . / s i g  
I b e l i e v e  Johni to  have shaveh *hi&;/himselfi ( T I  6.5.1) 
b. ~ 6 n .  t e l u r  rnig h a f a  s v i k i 6  * h a n n . / s i g .  
J o h n  b e l i e v e s  me to have be t rayed  *himi/himselfi  
(T'6.6.1) 
c.*Mennirnir  t o l d u  mig h a t a  hvor annan 
The men b e l i e v e d  me to h a t e  each o t h e r . "  (T,6 .7 .1)  
2.3 Case  Assignment to  S P E C ~ H u n g a r i a n  
Suppor t ing  our  claim t h a t  Case marking t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a complement is 
an o p t i o n  u n e x c e p t i o n a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  Case a s s i g n i n g  v e r b s  are t h e  
Hungarian d a t a  brought  t o  l i g h t  by J u l i a  Horvath ,  as c i t e d  i n  
Chmsky(1981) .  In Hungarian,  i t  a p p e a r s ,  a Wh-NP may o p t i o n a l l y  appear  
with  t h e  Case which is a s s i g n e d  n o t  by t h e  v e r b  which a s s i g n s  a t h e t a  r o l e  
to  t h e  p o s i t i o n  from h i c h  i t  moved, b u t  r a t h e r ,  by a v e r b  which a s s i g n s  a 
t h e t a  role to  t h e  s e n t e n t i a l  complement from which t h e  Wh-element is 
e x t r a c t e d .  These f a c t s  were d i s c u s s e d  by K i s ~ d . 9 8 5 ) ~  from v^ im t h e s e  d a t a  
are taken .  3 2 
(41)  a .  K i k  
-
s z e r e t n k d  , ha e l j6nnenek  t ,  ... 
- 
Who-Nan you-would-like i f  came 
b. Kiket  s z e r e t n 6 1 ,  ha  e l j k n 6 n e k  t ,  ... 
- 
Who-Acc y o u - w u l d - l i k e  i f  came 
Kiss makes t h e  fo l lowing  claim. 
(42 )  ( = K i s s ,  l l i )  
A t r a n s i t i v e  v e r b  may o p t i o n a l l y  Case-mark i n t o  t h e  CCMP slot 
o f  its s e n t e n t i a l  o b j e c t .  
As d i s c u s s e d  above,  we do n o t  c o n s i d e r  Hungarian to d i f f e r  from E h g l i s h ,  
or other languages  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  (42 ) .  However, i n  Q i q l i s h ,  t h e  Case 
m o r p h o l o g i c a l l y  r e a l i z e d  on a Wh-word w i l l  a lways  be t h e  Case a s s i g n e d  t o  
t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  w i t h  which i t  is a s s o c i a t e d ,  t h a t  it to t h e  t a i l  o f  t h e  
A-bar c h a i n .  In Hungarian,  this is n o t  t h e  c a s e .  However, a s  Kiss shows, 
t h e  Case r e a l i z a t i o n  on the Wh-word is n o t  e n t i r e l y  f r e e .  Cons ider ing  t h e  
Case r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a trace and a Wh-word to  be one o f  i n h e r i t a n c e ,  
s h e  s tates the fo l lowing :  
32. The fo l lowing  two s e n t e n c e s  c o n t a i n  p a r a s i t i c  gap  a d v e r b i a l  c l a u s e s ,  
which we have o m i t t e d  h e r e  (see (45) below i n  t e x t ) .  The examples a r e  from 
t h e  handout  of Kiss (1985) . 
(43) (=Kiss,lli) 
If  an e lement  of an A-bar c h a i n  is bo th  Case-marked by a 
Case-ass igner  and i n h e r i t s  a Case,  t h e  more marked one o f  
- .  
t h e  two Cases  is r e a l i z e d  morpholog ica l ly .  
Th i s  is seen  below, where t h e  Case a s s i g n e d  t o  each  t r a c e  is marked i n  
c a p i t a l  l e t t e r s .  33 
(44)  a .  [ [*Kik/Kiket [raondtad [ t (ACC) [hogy [ s z e r e t n e l  
- 
Who-NOM/Who-ACC you-said t h a t  you-would 
- l i k e  [-def ] 
t ( A C C )  - h a  e l j o n n h e k  - t ( N O M ) ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
i f  came 
'Who d i d  you s a y  t h a t  you would l i k e  i t  i f  t h e y  came?" 
b. K i  tol /*Ki t s z e r e t n & d / l ,  [ t (ACC) h q y  a j h d k k o t  
- 
Who-Abl/Who-Acc you-wauld-like t h a t  g i f  t -kc  
kap j  t (ABL) 
you-r&eive 
"Who would you l i k e  to r e c e i v e  t h a t  g i f t  from?" 
Other c o n s t r a i n t s  ho ld  also. For i n s t a n c e ,  Kiss d i s c u s s e s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
a s e n t e n c e  such as (44)  which c o n t a i n s  an a d d i t i o n a l  c l a u s e  c o n t a i n i n g  a 
p a r a s i t i c  g a p ,  may n o t  have a n m i n a t i v e  Wh-word, b u t  r a t h e r ,  must have one  
i n  the a c c u s a t i v e  Case. 3 4 
33. I have a l t e r e d  the o r d e r  o f  t h e  complementizer and the trace from 
Kiss (1984)  to s u i t  o u r  assumpt ions  r e g a r d i n g  p h r a s e  s t r u c t u r e .  T h i s ,  
accord ing  to Kiss (p.c.) d o e s  n o t  a f f e c t  any  c r u c i a l  a s p e c t s  of Hungarian 
syn tax .  
34. K i s s ' s  paper  is i n  f a c t  on p a r a s i t i c  g a p s ,  and s h e  d e v e l o p s  a Case 
based t h e o r y  o f  their d i s t r i b u t i o n .  
K i  ket/*Kik s z e r e t n e l / d ,  ha  e l jonnenek  t a n & l k u l ,  
Who-Acc/Mh,o-Nom y o u - w u l d - l i k e  i f  came without- i  t 
hogy meghivt&l-volna - ec 
t h a t  you-had-invited 
is clear t h e n ,  t h a t  i n  Hungarian,  v e r b s  may a s s i g n  Case t o  t h e  
s p e c i f i e r s  o f  t h e i r  complements. Whether t h i s  Case shows up 
m o r p h o l o g i c a l l y  en the Wh -word which h a s  passed  through t h i s  s p e c i f i e r  is 
dependent  on o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  which appear  t o  be independent  o f  t h e  a b i l i t y  
o f  t h e  v e r b  to a s s i g n  Case i n t o  SPEC. 
2.4  Case Assignment to S p e c i f i e r  o f  IP-Romance 
- 
2.4.1 Italian and French ECM 
In t h i s  s e c t i o n  w e  w i l l  examine what we c o n s i d e r  t o  be a n o t h e r  example 
o f  Case Assignment t o  t h e  S p e c i f i e r  of I P ,  wi th  s t r i k i n g l y  d i f f e r e n t  
properties from t h o s e  examined so f a r .  Here, w e  do n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  Case 
to be a s s i g n e d  by t h e  m a t r i x  verb,  but r a t h e r  by an e lement  (either an 
a u x i l i a r y  v e r b ,  o r  an index)  i n  CCMP, a l t h o u g h  i n  some cases t h e  o r i g i n  o f  
t h e  Case a s s i g n e d  is i n  fac t  the m a t r i x  v e r b .  In s p i t e  o f  these 
d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  ECM cases d i s c u s s e d  above ,  and t h o s e  to be 
d i s c u s s e d  below, the broad o u t l i n e  is t h e  same: an element  i n  a head 
p o s i t i o n  a s s i g n s  Case t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  i ts complement. 
Kayne(1981,1984) and Rizzi(1981,1982) d i s c u s s  c e r t a i n  cons t ruc t ions  in  
French and I t a l i a n  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  which they cons ider  t o  involve Case 
assignment i n t o  CCMP. The bas i c  f a c t s  a r e  a s  fo l lows .  French and I t a l i a n ,  
un l ike  English,  Hindi,  and Ice landic ,  e t c .  do n o t  a l low I P  complements of 
Case ass igning  ve rbs ,  and hence never e x h i b i t  ECM i n  t he  usual  sense.  3 5 
(46)  a.*Je c r o i s  [Jean & r e  malade] 
"I be l ieve  John to  be sick." 
b.*Mario affermava [ques t a  donna non v o l e r l o  sposare](R11982,3b)  
"Mario s t a t e d  t h i s  woman not  t o  want t o  marry him." 
In both French and I t a l i a n ,  however, sen tences  such as those  above, 
(with mat r ix  verbs  such a s  c r o i r e  "be l i eve" ,  juger "judge"; and c o n s t a t e r  
--- 
"to determine"; r i t e n e r e  "bel ieve",  and affermare " a s s e r t " )  a r e  permissable  
i f  t h e  s u b j e c t  of the embedded i n f i n i t i v e  has  been e x t r a c t e d ,  a s  below. 
( 4 7 )  a. Q u i  c ro i s - tu  e t r e  malade? 
Who do you be l i eve  t o  be s i ck?  
b. Le garcon que je c r o i s  &re  malade. . 
t h e  boy who I be l i eve  t o  be sick... 
c.  Quanta persone r i t i e n i  e s s e r e  i n  grade  d i  pagare 
i l  r i s c a t t o ?  
'How many people do you be l i eve  to be a b l e  to pay 
35. Such conplements a r e  arguably allowed i n  t h e s e  languages, s i n c e  both 
e x h i b i t  Raising to Subject  cons t ruc t ions ,  which, f o r  Binding t h e o r e t i c  
reasons  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  analyzed as involving IP complements (see Chapter 3 ) .  
I P  subca tegor iza t ion  i n  Romance w i l l  be d iscussed  f u r t h e r  below. 
Pearce(1984) p r e s e n t s  i n t e r e s t i n g  evidence t h a t  Old French allowed o v e r t  
s u b j e c t s  i n s i d e  i n f i n i t i v e s ,  i n  a way analogously t o  modern causa t ive  
cons t ruc t ions .  
t h e  ransom? (R ,  1982,3.3Sa) 
d .  La donna che  Mario affermava non v o l e r l o  s p o s a r e  e r a  
mia sorella. 
Tne woman who M. s t a t e d  n o t  to want t o  marry him was 
my sister.  " (R ,  l 9 8 2 , 3 . 2 b )  
Kayne , and Rizzi (1982) ( f o l l o w i n g  Kayne) , account  f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s  wi th  
a n a l y s e s  i n  which t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b  a s s i g n s  Case to CCMP, t h u s  p e r m i t t i n g  t h e  
A-bar  c h a i n  which c o n t a i n s  a t r a c e  i n  CCMP to  s a t i s f y  the Case F i l t e r .  
Ques t ions  arise as t o  why t h i s  is p o s s i b l e  o n l y  wi th  c e r t a i n  Case a s s i g n i n g  
v e r b s 3  , how t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  r e c e i v e s  Case (assuming v a r i a b l e s  must 
r e c e i v e  C a s e ) ,  and why such a phenomenon i n  t h i s  e x a c t  form is n o t  
w i t n e s s e d  i n  E n g l i s h ,  or i n  o t h e r  languages.37 We w i l l  answsr t h e s e  
q u e s t i o n s  below. For u s ,  g i v e n  t h a t  t h e  normal p a t h  o f  Wh-mvement is 
through SPEC, n o t  COMP, t h e  q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s  also as t o  whether t h e s e  
s t r u c t u r e s  i n v o l v e  Case marking to SPEC. At f i r s t  g l a n c e  t h i s  a p p e a r s  to 
be t h e  case, however, g iven  f u r t h e r  d a t a ,  to  be d i s c u s s e d  immediately,  t h i s  
p o t e n t i a l  claim becomes weakened. 
36. R i z z i  c o n s i d e r s  t h i s  due  to t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o t h e r  i n f i n i t i v e s  a r e  
"CCMPlessU' and hence cannot  have e l e m e n t s  moved i n t o  them,, whi le  R a p s o  
c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  [ & T e n s e ] ,  p r e s e n t  i n  o n l y  some COMP p o s i t i o n s ,  is c r u c i a l  
f o r  movement t o  C W .  
37. Kayne answers  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  i n  c e r t a i n  ways which t i e  t o g e t h e r  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between French and Engl i sh  wi th  r e s p e c t  to p r e p o s i t i o n a l  Case 
marking.  W e  w i l l  d e p a r t  from h i s  a n a l y s i s  h e r e -  In f a c t ,  our  a n a l y s i s  is 
i n  some ways the r e v e r s e  o f  Kayne's ,  as h e  proposes Case a s s i g n i n g  ( n u l l )  
p r e p o s i t i o n s  i n  CCMP f o r  E n g l i s h  and n o t  French ,  whereas we propose 
something similar to  t h i s  f o r  French and n o t  Ehgl i sh .  
2.4.2 Italian and Portuguese Aux Fronting 
In literary Italian, embedded infinitivals may have an overt subject NP 
if the sentence contains an aspectual auxiliary or copula which appears 
clause initially. 
(48) a. Suppongo non esser la situazione suscettibile d i  ulteriori 
miglioramenti 
I suppose not-to-be the situation susceptible of further 
improvements. " (R, l982,3.6a) 
b. Questa canmissione ritiene aver loro sempre ottemperato 
agli obblighi previsti dalla legge. 
"This conmission believes to-have-they/them always 
fulfulled the legal duties." (R11982,3.6c) 
Rizzi(1982) considers these constructions to involve movement of an 
auxiliary to CCMP position, where it is able to assign Case to the subject 
of the infinitive clause. Baposo(1984,1985) notes that in this respect, 
Italian is similar to European Portuguese (henceforth Portuguese), where 
the so called "inflected infinitival" may appear embedded under certain 
epistemic verbs, such as pensar, -- achar "to think", acreditar "to believe", 
--- 
and verbs of saying such as dizar "to say", and declarar "to declare", if 
the clause contains an auxiliary verb in initial (as opposed to the normal 
preverbal) position. The auxiliary verbs include - ter "have", pder "may', 
estar a "be ( p r o g r e s s i v e ) " ,  s e r  "be ( c o p u l a ) "  etc. 38 
-- -
(49) a .  0 Manel p e n s a  [terem os amigos l evado  o l i v r o ]  
M. t h i n k s  t o  h a v e - i n f l  h i s  f r i e n d s  t aken  t h e  b o o k  away 
(R, l 9 8 5 , 3 3 )  
b. *O Manel pensa  [os amigos terem l e v a d o  o l i v r o ]  
(R,  l 9 8 5 , 3 2 )  
In account ing  f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s ,  among o t h e r s  to be d i s c u s s e d  below, we  
c o n s i d e r ,  (cf .Raposo) t h a t  i n  t h e s e  Ronance l anguages ,  i n f i n i t i v a l s  a r e  
nominal  and hence must be  Case marked t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  Case f i l t e r .  3 9 
In t h i s  way, i n f i n i t i v a l s  are u n l i k e  t e n s e d  c l a u s e s .  T h i s  is based on 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w h i l e  t e n s e d  c l a u s e s  may, i n f i n i t i v a l s  may n o t  appear  i n  a 
p o s i t i o n  s u b c a t e g o r i z e d  by a non-Case a s s i g n i n g  c a t e g o r y  such as N o r  A 
wi thou t  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  a p r e p o s i t i o n  ( t h e  same p r e p o s i t i o n  which o c c u r s  
b e f o r e  a NP i n  these e n v i r o n m e n t s ) .  
38. I n f l e c t e d  i n f i n i t i v a l ~  may also appear i n  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s ,  i n  which 
case, Raposo a r g u e s ,  t h e y  are NPs, r a t h e r  than c l a u s a l .  See 
Raposo(1984,1985) f o r  a complete  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s .  I am 
i n d e b t e d  to Luigi  Rizzi  f o r  b r i n g i n g  R a p s o ' s  work t o  my a t t e n t i o n .  
39. Although t h e y  are nominal ,  Raposo a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e y  have a c l a u s a l  
s t r u c t u r e ,  s e e n  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  v e r b  i n  them can a s s i g n  Case d i r e c t l y  
( i  .e . no t  p r e p o s i t i o n a l l y )  . If t h e r e  are n o  VP complements ( c f .  
Chonsky,1981) , t h e n  the s u b j e c t  o f  these c l a u s e s  must be a b l e  t o  be PRO, 
hence CP, and n o t  IP must be t h e  c a t e g o r y .  
(50) a .  *0 r e c e i o  
"The f e a r  
b.*0 r e c e i o  
"The f e a r  
I [chiunbar o exame] VP 
( o f )  to f a i l  ( f a i l i n g )  the  exam" 
[ o s  exames] 
( o f )  exams" 
c. 0 r e c e i o  que o rapaz chumbe o exame VP 
The f e a r  t h a t  t h e  boy f a i l s  the  exam 
d .  0 r e c e i o  de  chumbar o exame VP 
e .  0 r e c e i o  de o s  exarnes (R11985,la,2a l l a  ,3a ,4a)  
A similar s i t u a t i o n  e x i s t s  i n  I t a l i a n ,  and i n  French (cÂ£ Rizzi.1982, 
Kayne,1984). A p o t e n t i a l  problem f o r  Raposo's view is the f a c t  t h a t  
i n f i n i t i v a l s  i n  Romance languages may appear a f t e r  Raising t o  Subjec t  ve rbs  
such a s  t he  Ehglish verb "seem". For example, i n  I t a l i a n :  
(51) a. P i e r o  m i  sembrava [ e s s e r e  molto s t anco  ] 
"P iero  seemed t o  me t o  be very  t i r e d . "  (R,1982,1.131) 
However, L. Rizzi  p o i n t s  o u t  (p.c.)  t h a t  c e r t a i n  d a t a  lead  us  t o  
conclude t h a t  verbs  such as sembrare can i n  f a c t  a s s ign  Case, a l though t h i s  
Case cannot be assigned t o  an NP,  as is seen by t h e  imposs ib i l i t y  of ( 5 2 ) .  
(52) *It seems h i s  mother to  annoy Karel. 
Rather ,  t he  Case assigned by seem is one which is assigned t o  APs. This  is 
seen by the  f a c t  that an AP smal l  c l a u s e  must appear ad jacent  t o  seem in 
the fol lowing sentences .  
(53)a. Katy seemed [ t brave]  to E l s i e .  
AP- 
b.*Katy seemed t o  Elsie [ t brave  ] AP - 
Given t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  between t h e  d a t a  i n  (53)  and t h o s e  i n  ( 5 4 ) ,  w e  
might  conc lude  t h a t  ( 5 3 b ) ,  l i k e  (54b) is o u t  due  to t h e  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  
ad jacency  p r i n c i p l e  on Case Assignment. 4 0 
(54)  a. Kay s e n t  a l e t t e r  to h e r  l o v e r  from Mexico. 
b.*Kay s e n t  to h e r  l o v e r  a l e t t e r  from Mexico. 
I t  remains  to be s a i d ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  IP, as well a s  AP, b u t  n o t  NP, may 
a c c e p t  t h e  Case which is a s s i g n e d  by seem. T h i s  r u l e s  o u t  (52) and (53)  
above,  w h i l e  a l l o w i n g  u s  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o f  d a t a  i n  (50) 
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of i n f i n i t i v a l s  i n  Romance, by m a i n t a i n i n g  
R a p s o ' s  claim t h a t  such c l a u s e s  r e q u i r e  Case. 
W e  now have an e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  l a c k  o f  t h e  Engl i sh  type  o f  B2M i n  
these Romance l anguages ,  s i n c e  i f  an i n f i n i t i v a l  r e q u i r e s  Case,  it w i l l  be 
i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  a v e r b ' s  Case to  be a s s i g n e d  to any o t h e r  e lement  than  t h e  
i n f i n i t i v a l  i t s e l f  (and hence t o  the head of the inf ini t ival -CCMP) i f  a 
grammatical  s e n t e n c e  is t o  r e s u l t  .41 An i r n p r t a n t  s i d e - e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  
v iew,  p o i n t e d  o u t  by L. R i z z i  ,, is t h a t  we would e x p e c t  Romance v e r b s  t o  be 
40. Ihis depends  on Case ass ignment  being o b l i g a t o r y ,  s i n c e  o n l y  t h e n  w i l l  
the AP be r e q u i r e d  t o  be a d j a c e n t ,  n o t ,  as is u s u a l l y  t h e  case, because  i t  
r e q u i r e s  Case ,  but r a t h e r ,  because  t h e  Case must be a s s i g n e d  to  a n  e lement ,  
and i t  is the o n l y  e lement  which can a c c e p t  t h i s  Case. 
41. T h i s  i d e a  is due to  Luigi Rizz i  p .c .  See Chapter  4 f o r  a d i s c u s s i o n  of 
how the same f a c t s  ho ld  f o r  Q i q l i s h  ( b u t  n o t  s e v e r a l  o t h e r  l anguages )  wi th  
r e s p e c t  to ECM i n t o  NPs. 
a b l e  t o  subca tegor ize  for IP ,  s o  long a s  they a r e  i n  the  Passive form, 
s i n c e  then the  embedded s u b j e c t  could move t o  mat r ix  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n ,  a s  
i n  ( 5 5 a ) ,  analogously t o  (55b) .  
(55) a .  *Mario e" a f fe rmato  e s s e r e  s impat ico.  
b. P i e rce  was gene ra l ly  bel ieved t o  be a kind man. 
Inis is no t  t he  case  in  I t a l i a n ,  a s  seen above. However, i f  w e  remember 
t h a t  IP may n o t  be f r e e l y  genera ted ,  bu t  r a t h e r ,  must be subcategorized 
f o r ,  t h e  d a t a  above become more e a s i l y  explained.  While it  would be 
p o s s i b l e  indeed f o r  a ve rb  t o  subca tegor ize  f o r  IP ,  while being unable,  i n  
t h e  a c t i v e  form, t o  e x i s t  i n  a  grammatical sentence with such a complement 
(due t o  t h e  Case F i l t e r )  it is n o t  necessary t h a t  such verbs e x i s t .  Hence, 
t h e  absence of such verbs  i n  I t a l i a n  is not  troublesome. That our theory  
should p r e d i c t  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of such verbs  is c l e a r  from the following 
French d a t a  ( c f .  Itouveret & Vergnaud,1980 and Dominicy,1979 c i t e d  by 
Kayne, 1984) . 
(56)  a. *Je suppose F'arida stre a lggr ienne .  
b. Farida est suppos6e s t r e  a lggr ienne .  
The claim t h a t  Romance i n f i n i t i v a l s  r e q u i r e  Case, then ,  appears  t o  
e x p l a i n  t h e  lack of t h e  Ehqlish type of  BCM i n  Romance. S t i l l  to  be 
expla ined ,  however, is the Itomance type  of BCM d a t a  discussed above. 
Raposo, fol lowing Rizz i ,  cons ide r s  t h a t  the a u x i l i a r y  i n  ( 4 9 )  moves t o  
CCMP (an argument for this, given by Rizzi, is that the fronted auxiliary 
is in complementary distribution with other CCMP elements such as - di and - se 
"if") .42 ~apsoso considers this movement to be required by the Case 
Filter, since he considers the AGR element in the inflected infinitive to 
be nominal, and hence to require Case independently of the CP in which it 
appears. By moving to CCMP, it is in the position assigned Case by the 
matrix verb, and hence the Case Filter is satisfied. In an infinitive 
clause, there is no AGR to require Case. In a tensed clause, the nominal 
AGR can be assigned Case by the verbal Tense element which also appears in 
INFL (This concept of AGR as nominal and Tense as verbal Raposo attributes 
to Reuland,1983). In Italian, Raposo considers that regular infinitivals 
also include AGR, which is morphologically null. 
2.4.3 The Proposal 
In the spirit of Raposo although departing from the letter of his 
proposal in order to incorporate the Wh-movement facts of Italian and 
FYench discussed above43, we propse the following view. 4 4 
42. Rizzi also claims that elements such as se move into 
order to explain facts similar to those noticed by Chung 
here, with respect to the impossibility of extraction of 
with se. 
-
43. Raposo discusses these, using an analysis similar to 
SPEC at LFl in 
& kCloskey (1983) 
why from clauses 
44. See following chapters, and in particular Chapter 5 for a justification 
of this notion that Cases exist independently of a feature of Case 
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(57) *can assign Case if and only if : 
i) has a Case associated with it (for INFL, via AGR) 
ii) d contains the feature [Â¥+CA (for INFL, via Wnse) 
In tensed sentences, ( 5 7 i )  is satisfied by the presence of AGR, and (ii) 
by the presence of Tense. In a regular infinitive, there is neither AGR 
nor Tense and hence INFL cannot assign Case. In the Portuguese inflected 
infinitival, the presence of AGR satisfies (i), but there is no Tense to 
satify (ii) , and so INFL would be expected not to be able to assign 
Case. 4 5 
However, if we assume that the CGMP position of complements embedded 
under certain verbs contains a Case assigning potential, that is a feature 
[+CAI, then, when AGR, and its associated Case, move to COMP, with its 
I-KA] feature, the result is an element fully able to assign this Case to 
the subject position of the embedded infinitival complement (i.e. to the 
specifier of the complement of COMP). (We will discuss below the 
interaction of this with government.) Note that this constitutes an 
instance of Case assignment to a Specifier position, here, as in English 
---------- 
assignment. 
45. Raposo points out (citing Mateus,et.al. ,1983 and Moreira da Silva,1983) 
that in Brazilian Portuguese, and a substandard dialect of European 
Portuguese, movement of an auxiliary is not required for Case assignment in 
the inflected infinitive. Bar us, this could be explained by a 
parameterization regarding the Case and the [+CAI feature in INFL. This 
appears to be necessary anyhow, since in sane languages either or both of 
Agreement and Tense appear to be unnecessary for Case assignment to subject 
position. 
E M ,  the Specifier of IP. 4 6 
Let us now consider the three languages. Unlike Portuguese, Italian has 
no inflected infinitival. However, as noted above, under certain epistemic 
verbs and verbs of saying (essentially the same verbs as in Portuguese), 
infinitivals with lexical subjects are possible provided either fronting of 
the auxiliary takes place (in a manner essentially identical to Portuguese) 
or Wh-extraction of the subject takes place. In French, only Wh-extraction 
can be utilized to "save" such structures. 47 Notably, in these 
constructions in all three languages, no overt complementizer occurs (nor 
may an overt Wh-phrase, or a Wh-operator in Portuguese, according to 
Raposo), Case is somehow assigned to an embedded subject, and the 
possibility for the construction is determined by the matrix verb. 
What of the sentences like (48) and (49a) but in which the auxiliary is 
not fronted (i.e. the normal case in French, and a derivational 
46. Raposo argues that under certain verbs (eg.epistemic verbs such as 
pensar "to think", but not volitional verbs such as desejar "wish"), CCMP 
- -- has a Tense feature (regardless of the fact that it is an infinitival) 
which allows AGR to move into it . Here, Raposo follows Jakubowicz' s (1984) 
analysis of subjunctive clauses (See also Johnson,1982 and Picall0~1984). 
This might serve to explain why, in our view, these CCMP positions are able 
to contain a [+CAI feature, if this feature is usually associated in INFL 
with Tense.This will be the case by definition (See Chapterl(5)) since IP 
is stipulated as not a barrier. 
47. It is not clear why French should be unable to front auxiliaries, but 
presumably, this inability is linked to sane other property of French as 
opposed to Italian and Portuguese. 
p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  I t a l i a n  and B r t u g u e s e )  ? Here, CCMP c o n t a i n s  a Case 
a s s i g n i n g  f e a t u r e ,  b u t  presumably no Case whi le  AGR, i n  I t a l i a n  and 
Por tuguese ,  b u t  n o t ,  p e r h a p s  i n  French,  h a s  a Case a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  i t .  
However, independen t ly  t h e y  are unab le  t o  a s s i g n  Case. Tinere is one c a t c h  
h e r e .  It cou ld  be a r g u e d ,  and i n  f a c t  we d o  a r g u e ,  t h a t  by v i r t u e  of being 
under a Case a s s i g n i n g  v e r b  COMP can indeed be s a i d  to have a Case 
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i t  (namely t h e  Case which h a s  been a s s i g n e d  to i t  by t h e  
m a t r i x  v e r b ) .  However, a l t h o u g h  i n  t h i s  view CCMP c o n t a i n s  both  a Case, 
and a [+CAI f e a t u r e ,  t h e s e  cannot  be u t i l i z e d .  The q u e s t i o n  is t h e n ,  why 
c a n ' t  we g e t  s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  ( 4 6 )  and (49b)?  
There  i s  a second way i n  which t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  CCMP may be u t i l i z e d .  
T h i s  is by Wh-extraction th rough  SPEC. T h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  depends  t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  the fo l lowing  r u l e  i n  Romance. 48 
(58) A S p e c i f i e r  and a &ad are coindexed.  
The e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h i s  r u l e ,  i n  Romance, b u t  n o t  i n  Engl i sh ,  a c c o u n t s  f o r  
a v a r i e t y  of f a c t s ,  such as t h e  Romance requirement  t h a t  a p o s s e s s o r  a g r e e  
i n  gender  and number wi th  a p o s s e s s e d  noun, and t h e  well-known "que/quil '  
phenomenon i n  French,  which a l l o w s  an element  i n  COMP t o  p r o p e r l y  govern a 
48. In r e g a r d  to COMP/SPEC indexing r e l a t i o n s  I am g r a t e f u l  f o r  
c o n v e r s a t i o n s  w i t h  Dani lo  Salamanca (Salamanca,1985) and l u i g i  R i z z i .  
s u b j e c t  trace, t h u s  a v o i d i n g  t h e  " t h a t - t r a c e "  e f f e c t  o f  Engl i sh .  49 
(59)  a .  sa/*son mere 
" h e r / h i s  mother" 
b. *sa/son $re 
" h e r / h i s  f a t h e r "  
c. *son/*sa/ leurs  d o i g t s  
" h i s / h e r / t h e i r  f i n g e r s "  
(60)  a .  L'homme que je c r o i s  q u i  a gag&. 
" t h e  man who I b e l i e v e  t h a t  h a s  won ." 
I n  Romance, CGMP under c e r t a i n  v e r b s  is a Case a s s i g n e r .  It may come to  
have a Case a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  i t  either by movement o f  an  a u x i l i a r y  ( th rough  
INFL, and w i t h  AGR) to CGMP, o r  by Case ass ignment  i n t o  COMP by a governing 
v e r b .  In  t h e  former s i t u a t i o n ,  CCMP w i l l  be coindexed wi th  the s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  by v i r t u e  o f  the c o i n d e x a t i o n  r e l a t i o n  which p l a u s i b l y  h o l d s  
between AGR and the s u b j e c t .  In the l a t t e r  s i t u a t i o n ,  COMP w i l l  be 
coindexed wi th  the s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  j u s t  i n  c a s e  t h e  e lement  i n  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n  h a s  been e x t r a c t e d  through SPEC, and is t h u s  coindexed wi th  CCMP, 
v i a  (58). 
2.4.4- I n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  Empty Opera to rs  
There is one f i n a l  p o i n t  t o  c o n s i d e r .  Raposo a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  i n f l e c t e d  
i n f i n i t i v a l  is imposs ib le  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  where COMP ( i .e .  SPEC f o r  u s ,  
49. The " t h a t - t r a c e "  effect is t h a t  which r u l e s  o u t :  "Who d i d  Jude  t h i n k  
-( * t h a t )  t would t e a c h  him?". For d i s c u s s i o n  see, Chomsky (1981) , Chomsky & 
a s n i k  (1977) , Kayne (1984) , Fese t sky  (1978,1980) , Tara ldsen  (1978) . 
however t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  t h e  same, g i v e n  whatever v e r s i o n  of t h e  Doubly 
F i l l e d  CCMP F i l t e r  we assume) is f i l l e d  wi th  an  empty o p e r a t o r .  The 
examples he  u s e s  a r e  lbugh Movement examples ,  which,  as argued by 
Chomsky (1981) , i n v o l v e  an o p e r a t o r  i n  CCMP (=SPEC) . In these s t r u c t u r e s ,  
t h e  s u b j e c t  is PRO, and h e n c e ,  t h e  i n f l e c t e d  i n f i n i t i v a l  would be 
i m p o s s i b l e ,  s i n c e  AGR w u l d  govern PRO. 
(61)  * e s s a s  t e o r  ias sao d i  f iceis d e  manor i zar-es/-ms/-em. 
"These t h e o r i e s  are d i f f i c u l t  t o  memr  i z e - i n f l  i n f i n  2 s g / l p l / 3 p l .  'I 
(R, l982 ,74)  
Raposol s d i  s c u s s i o n  o f  Tough Movement i n c l u d e s  a d i  s c u s s i o n  of 
" impersonal"  and p a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  which allow f o r  t h e  i n f l e c t e d  
i n f i n i t i v e  i n  Por tuguese .  
(62)  a. essas t e o r i a s  sab d i f i c e i s  d e  se mmor iza rem.  
"Those theories are d i f f i c u l t  t o  be memorized." 
/ 
b. essas teorias s z o  d i f i c e i s  d e  serein memorizadas 
"Those theories are d i f f i c u l t  f o r  (one)  to  menorize .I1  
(R,1982, 8O,79) 
I f  t h e  s u b j e c t  of an these embedded i n f i n i t i v a l  s e n t e n c e s  may be 
governed,  b u t  need n o t  be Case marked, t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such c l a u s e s  h e r e  
is e x p l a i n e d  f o r  u s .  Raposo s t a t e s  that such  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  u n l i k e  r e g u l a r  
Tough c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  may n o t  l i c e n c e  a p a r a s i t i c  gap.  He conc ludes  t h a t  
t h e y  do n o t  i n v o l v e  an o p e r a t o r .  I f  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is empty and 
a v a i l a b l e  to  be moved i n t o  (and s u b s e q u e n t l y ,  o u t  o f ) ,  t h e n  these s e n t e n c e s  
appear  to  i n v o l v e  t e i s i n g  to S u b j e c t  r a t h e r  t h a n  Tough Movement. T h i s  
would exp la in  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of d a t a .  (See Chapter 3 f o r  a d i scuss ion  of 
Tough cons t ruc t ions .  ) 
The above becomes more i n t e r e s t i n g  when we consider  d a t a  brought t o  my 
a t t e n t i o n  by I s a b e l l e  Ha'ik (p .c . )  . She observes t h a t  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
sen tences  such a s  (47a ,b)  , t he  following French sentences  a r e  grammatical. 
This is t r u e  f o r  I t a l i a n  a l s o ,  a s  seen i n  (63b) . 5 0 
(63)  a .  J e  c r o i s  & t r e  i n t e l l i q e n t s  t ous  les gens de  c e t t e  
c l a s s e  . 
I b e l i e v e  t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t  a l l  t h e  people i n  t h i s  
c l a s s .  " 
b.  ?Ritengo [ p t e r  r i s o l v e r e  i l  problema ] t u t t i  g l i  
s t u d e n t i  d i  q u e s t s  c l a s s e .  
I be l i eve  t o  be a b l e  t o  so lve  t h e  problem a l l  the  
s t u d e n t s  i n  t h i s  class." 
It is a t  f i r s t  g lance  d i f f i c u l t  t o  accomcdate t h i s  f a c t  i n  t h e  t h e o r i e s  
of Kayne, o r  R izz i ,  o r  of  t h a t  proposed here .  Hawever, under one view of 
Heavy NP s h i f t ,  these d a t a  a r e  explained.  Ehgdahl(1981),  n o t i c e s  t h a t  
Heavy NP s h i f t  l i c e n s e s  p a r a s i t i c  gaps. 
( 6 4 )  John offended t ,  by n o t  recognizing 
h i s  f a v o u r i t e  uncle frcm Cleveland. 
e c  immediately, 
-
Under sane c u r r e n t  assumptions, p a r a s i t i c  gap s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  l i censed  by 
50. Luigi Rizzi and I s a b e l l e  Ha'ik agree  (p.c.  ) t h a t  t hese  sen tences  a r e  
b e t t e r  i f  the embedded ve rb  is t o  be,  and t h a t  they  a r e  n o t  a s  good a s  t he  
-- 
sentences  with Wh-movement d iscussed  above. 
the presence of an operator binding the real gap (t - above), where there is 
some locality constraint on the relation between either the real gap, or 
its operator, and a second operator binding the parasitic gap. (See 
Ehgdahl,1981,1983 Taraldsen,1981, Chomsky,1982, Pesetsky,1982, and 
references therein.) In (64) , the shifted NP could act instead of an 
operator, to bind the real gap. Hawever, it is possible that Heavy NP 
Shift at least - can involve the presence of an operator in the SPEC position 
of the clause from which the NP is shifted. Ihus, in the structure (63) 
above, there can be posited an operator (or the trace of an operator if the 
shifted NP is moved to adjoin to a category in the matrix clause) in the 
SPEC position of the embedded clause. The presence of this operator then, 
is sufficient to allow the Case assigning feature and the Case present in 
the embedded CCMP position to assign Case to the subject position of the 
embedded clause, since here, as in the instances of Wh-movement above, the 
embedded C W  position will be coindexed with the embedded subject 
position. 
2.4.5' Conclusion 
We have tied the possibility for sentences such as (47) , (48) , and (49a) 
to the subcategorization of certain verbs for complementizers with [+CAI 
features in CCMP. n u s ,  it is clear that such phenomena will not generally 
exist. However, it is not entirely clear that they do not exist in 
English, since ECM structures such as (69a) could conceivably have two 
p o s s i b l e  d e r i v a t i o n s  such a s  shown i n  ( 6 5 b , c ) .  That some v e r b s  i n  Engl i sh  
appear  to  s u b c a t e g o r i z e  f o r  [+CAI CCMPs is s e e n  by t h e  grammatical  
s t r u c t u r e  (66a)  ( v s  ( 6 6 b ) ) ,  n o t i c e d  by Kayne(1984). t t o t i c e  t h a t  t h i s  
E h g l i s h  s e n t e n c e  is also p e r m i t t e d  i n  t h e  s h i f t e d  s t r u c t u r e  p o i n t e d  o u t  by 
Isabelle Ha'ik. 
(65)  a .  Who d i d  Grant b e l i e v e  to be t h e  c u l p r i t ?  
b .  - who d i d  Grant b e l i e v e  [ -  I I p  t t o  be t h e  c u l p r i t ] ]  
c. - who d i d  Grant b e l i e v e  [Ã - t to be t h e  c u l p r i t ]  ] 
(66)  Bredon, who I  a s s u r e  you to be t h e  b e s t  add man i n  town. . . 
b .*I  a s s u r e  you Bredon t o  be the b e s t  add man i n  town. 
c. I a s s u r e  you to be t h e  b e s t  add man i n  town, t h a t  s t r a n g e  
f e l l o w  who examines t h e  i r o n  staircase so c a r e f u l l y  
each  morning. 
2.5 Iton-String-Vacuous ECM 
2.5.1 I n t r o d u c t i o n  
mere is a group of  l anguages ,  which u n l i k e  a l l  of t h e  languages  
d i s c u s s e d  above,  c l e a r l y  r e q u i r e  s y n t a c t i c  d i sp lacement  o f  a (non-Wh) NP i n  
ECM c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  These are t h o s e  i n  which t h e  ECM'd NP a p p e a r s  i n  a 
p o s i t i o n  d i s t i n c t  from its o r i g i n a l  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ,  and which g e n e r a l l y  
allow ECM o f  non-subject  NPs. Some such l anguages  are,  B e r b e r ,  B l a c k f o o t ,  
F i j i a n  , Greek, Uokano , James Bay Cree ,  Kips igas ,  Malagasy, Moroccan 
A r a b i c ,  Niuean, Cuechua, Standard Arabic  and Zacapoaxt la  bkhuat5', and t h e y  
have been used to a r g u e  t h a t  an  ECM a n a l y s i s ,  as opposed to one i n v o l v i n g  
Rais ing to Object, is inadequa te  to  e x p l a i n  t h e  f a c t s ,  and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  
t h e  f i r s t  c l a u s e  of the P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  (Chapter  l ( 2 )  ) is i n c o r r e c t .  
While most o f  t h e  work r e f e r r e d  t o  h e r e  (such as f o r  F i j i a n ,  Gordon,1980, 
f o r  Niuean, S e i t e r , 1 9 8 0  etc.)  a r g u e s  f o r  a Ra is ing  to Objec t  a n a l y s i s ,  
w i t h o u t  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  i n  Garden, Gordon and 
Munro(1982) i t  is e x p l i c i t l y  argued t h a t  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  shou ld  
n o t  be main ta ined  i n  t h e  f a c e  o f ,  f o r  example,  t h e  F i j i a n  d a t a .  They 
concede t h a t  a n a l y s e s  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  PP a r e  p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  a r g u e  t h a t  
t h e y  are more complex t h a n  a Rais ing to Object a n a l y s i s .  In t h i s  s e c t i o n  I 
51. Sources  o f  d a t a  f o r  most of t h e s e  languages  w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  below i n  
the t e x t .  Not a l l  o f  t h e  languages  mentioned h e r e  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  any 
d e t a i l  i n  this thesis. Of t h o s e  which we w i l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  i n  d e t a i l :  For 
an  a n a l y s i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  compat ib le  wi th  t h e  assumptions  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  f o r  
Quechua, see Lefebvre  and Muysken(1982).  In o t h e r  frameworks: I n g r i a ( 1 9 8 1 )  
and Joseph  (1978) d i s c u s s  Greek. Higgins  (1981) d i s c u s s e s  Zacapoaxt la  
Nahuat,  and Keenan(1976,1978) Keenan & Comrie(1977) 
Randriamasimanana (1981) , and T r a v i s  (1980,1984) d i s c u s s  Malagasy. 
S a l i h  (1985) cites I lokano  d a t a  Â £ r a  G e r d t s  (1980) which, on  f i r s t  g l a n c e ,  
a p p e a r s  t o  be ECM with movement of the t y p e  d i s c u s s e d  h e r e .  ECM of  t h i s  
t y p e  n e e d n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  be p e r m i t t e d  to non-sub jec t s ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  
independant  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  l anguages  as to  which e l e m e n t s  
( s u b j e c t s ,  objects, p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s ,  a d v e r b s ,  etc.) may be f r o n t e d  
and hence r e c e i v e  ECM. In Malagasy, for i n s t a n c e ,  it is t h e  case t h a t  o n l y  
s u b j e c t s  may be moved r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  " r u l e "  invo lved .  In many o t h e r  
cases it  is l i k e l y  t h a t  somewhat s u p e r f i c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  such as  
Case-matching, a r e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  Also, i n  French t h e r e  
are c o n s t r u c t i o n s  s i m i l a r  to  t h o s e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  (see 
Tara ldsen ,1983 ,  and Ha'ik,1985) , b u t  i n  which t h e  EEM'd element  must be t h e  
s u b j e c t  of t h e  embedded c l a u s e .  (See below f o r  a d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e s e  
c o n s t r u c t  i o n s )  
propose  an  E M  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and examine t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s  
i n  some d e t a i l .  Arguments a r e  p r e s e n t e d  t h a t  show t h a t  w i t h i n  GI3 t h e o r y ,  a 
Rais ing to Object a n a l y s i s  cannot  be main ta ined  f o r  F i j i a n  even 
independen t ly  of the P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  s i n c e  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e s e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  are d i s t i n c t  from t h o s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of r a i s i n g  (whether 
d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y )  t o  an  A-posi t ion.  We w i l l  also c o n s i d e r ,  and 
reject, a n  a n a l y s i s  i n  which t h e  ECM'd NP is base-generated i n  a 
non-thematic object p o s i t i o n  and r e l a t e d  to an  embedded argument i n  some 
way ( u P r o l e p s i s " ) .  Data is p r e s e n t e d  from Kips igas  which s u g g e s t  t h a t  a 
Ra is ing  t o  Objec t  a n a l y s i s  shou ld  be r u l e d  o u t  i n  p r i n c i p l e .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  
main c m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  my a n a l y s i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  e x i s t  i n  a Rais ing to Objec t  
a n a l y s i s  also. 
2.5.2 F i j i a n  and Niuean Data 
2.5.2.1 General  Data 
Before  look ing  a t  EGM s t r u c t u r e s  i n  F i j i a n ,  and Niuean we p r e s e n t  some 
of  t h e  background on these languages .  The F i j i a n  d a t a  and in format ion  
comes p r i m a r i l y  from Gordon (1980) , and t h e  Niuean p r i m a r i l y  from 
S e i t e r  (1980) . 52 
52. Data from Gordon(1980) is i n d i c a t e d  by "G" fo l lowsd  by t h e  example 
number i n  h e r  p a p e r .  I wish t o  thank h e r ,  and also Guy Garden, f o r  h e l p f u l  
c o n v e r s a t i o n s .  While a lmos t  a l l  of t h e  d a t a  c i t e d  a r e  from h e r  p a p e r ,  I 
Bauan F i j i a n  is a d i a l e c t  of t h e  Aus t rones ian  language of F'i j i a n  s p k e n  
i n  ~ i - j i . ~ ~  The b s i c  word o r d e r  is W S t  a s  seen  i n  ( 6 7 ) .  
(67)  sa m k u t a  na  tamata  qaqa n a  nona meca (h  p .  6 )  
m p h  mote a r t  man s t r o n g  a r t  h i s  enemy 
"His enemy smote t h e  s t r o n g  m a n  .'I  
There  is e x t r a p o s i t i o n  of s e n t e n t i a l  and heavy o b j e c t s  as seen i n  ( 6 8 ) .  
(68) a. e v i n a k a t a  ko Timaima [me l a k o  n a  t agane]  
3s want p r o p - a r t  T. sub-3s g o  a r t  m a n  
"Timaima wants t h a t  t h e  m a n  go." (G156a) 
(pro~pro~r/sub=subordinator) 
b. e r a  a r a i c a  na  gone [na  nona b o t o  damudamu n a  
3 p l  p s t  see a r t  c h i l d  a r t  h i s  boat r e d  a r t  
t agane  ba lavu]  
man t a l l  
"The c h i l d r e n  saw t h e  t a l l  man 's  r e d  boat ." (G 3) 
F i j i a n  is a n u l l  subject language (see R i z z i l 1 9 8 2  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  
also b e n e f i t e d  from c o r r e s p n d a n c e  and/or c o n v e r s a t i o n s  w i t h  Pau l  Geraghtyt  
Frank b c h t e n b u r k ,  Mdrew Pawley, and Samu T b p u .  "Ch" r e f e r s  to  
Chambers (1936) . As w e l l  as from Seiter (1980) (="S1, f o l l o w d  by c h a p t e r  
and example number) t h e  Niuean d a t a  is d r a m  frcan k E w m  (1970) (="M1' 
fo l lowed  by page number).  See also % i t e r ( l 9 7 9 , 1 9 8 3 ) .  Other sources are 
g i v e n  as r e f e r r e d  to. Much of my w r k  on Niuean h a s  been done j o i n t l y  wi th  
J. L e v i n /  and I thank  h e r .  I n  many cases I l  and n o t  t h e  s o u r c e  c i t e d t  am 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  c e r t a i n  p a r t i c u l a r s  o f  t h e  l a y o u t  o f  t h e  examples i n c l u d i n g  
b r a c k e t s t  tracesl and etc. Unless  o t h e r w i s e  n o t e d ,  t h e  o r thograpy  is t h a t  
o f  t h e  source .  Gloss a b b r e v i a t i o n s  are e x p l a i n e d  i n  Appendix I. 
53 .  P. Geraghty (P.c.) n o t e s  t h a t  " h u a n "  is  used wi th  two s e n s e s l  f i r s t  
to  i n d i c a t e  a p a r t i c u l a r  d ia lec t l  s p k e n  on B u t  and second to  i n d i c a t e  
what he  dubs  "old h igh  F'i J ian" a sort of s t a n d a r d  d i a l e c t  mst comple te ly  
r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  F i j i a n  Bible. 
n u l l - s u b j e c t  phenanenon) as s e e n  i n  ( 6 9 ) #  where o n l y  p r e v e r b a l  agreement 
markers  a r e  o v e r t .  
(69) - e a t a g i  ( p r o )  
3 s  p s t  c r y  
"He c r i e d . "  
Niuean is a Fo lynes ian  language spoken on t h e  i s l a n d  of Niue. The b a s i c  
m r d  o r d e r  is VSO ( s t r i c t )  a s  e x e m p l i f i e d  i n  (70a & b) 
(70)  a. Mi tak i  l a h i  [ a  NiuG] 
g o d  v e r y  Abs Niue 
"Niue is v e r y  n i c e . "  (St  1.72.d) 
b. Ne k a i  [he  p u s i  i a ]  [e  ma]  
P s t  eat Erg cat t h a t  Abs ch icken .  
"That cat ate t h e  chicken."  (SI  1 .73.a)  
Niuean e x h i b i t s  " S x f a c e  e r g a t i ~ i t y " ~  t h a t  is,  s u b j e c t s  o f  i n t r a n s i t i v e  
c l a u s e s I  and objects o f  t r a n s i t i v e  c l a u s e s  act a s  a class f o r  the purposes  
o f  m r p h o l o g i c a l  Case marking,  a l t h o u g h  f o r  s y n t a c t i c  and s m a n t i c  purposes  
t h e  mre f a m i l i a r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  subjects (of  t r a n s i t i v e  o r  i n t r a n s i t i v e  
c l a u s e s )  vs .  o b j e c t s  is m a i n t a i n e d n S 4  me S u r f a c e - e r g a t i v e  Case marking 
schema is shorn  i n  ( 7 1 a ) ,  and c o n t r a s t e d  wi th  t h e  more f a m i l i a r  
~ i n a t i v e / A c c u s a t i v e  s c h m a .  S u r f a c e - e r g a t i v i t y  is exempl i f i ed  i n  (70a & 
b )  I where i n  (70a)  I Niue an  i n t r a n s i t i v e  s u b j e c t  is i n  a b s o l u t i v e  Case 
-
54. See Levin & b s s a m ( l 9 8 4 )  and a a p t e r  5 f o r  a more thorough d i s c u s s i o n  
of s u r f a c e - e r g a t i v e  Case marking.  See also Maran tz ( l984)  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  f o r  
d i s c u s s i o n  of lldeepll e r g a t i v i t y .  
as is m a  - "chicken" I a t r a n s 1  t i v e  object I i n  (70b) w h i l e  p u s i  " c a t "  a 
t r a n s i t i v e  subject i n  (70b) is i n  t h e  e r g a t i v e  Case. 55 
Case-marking i n  ~ i n a t i v e / ~ c u s a t i v e ,  
~r~ative/Ab.s&tive Languages 
S t r u c t u r a l  p s i t i o n  N/A E/A 
....................................................... 
a .  N P / S  0-f t r a n s i t i v e  Verb N@l ERG 
b. NP/S o f  i n t r a n s i t i v e  Verb Nm ABS 
c. NP/W (of  t r a n s i t i v e  Verb) ACC ABS 
'he o p e r a t i o n  h i c h  we are c a l l i n g  E N I  (a rgu ing  f o r  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  
o f  t h i s  name below) I o c c u r s  i n  F i j i a n  wi th  many v e r b s  and i n  Niuean wi th  
v e r y  few. 56 
55. Niuean Abso lu t ive  and E r g a t i v e  Chse markers  are as f o l l o w s  ( f r m  
S i t e r  (198O):Absolutive- e (CZmmn) I a (Proper /Ronoun) .  Ergative--  h e  
--- -(Gmmon) I - e ( ~ r o p e r / ~ r o n o u ~ )  . Middle-=ke -- h e  ( C m m n )  , k i  (Roper /Pronoun)  . 
-
56. It is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  i n  Niueanl t h e  a b s o l u t i v e  X M  v e r b s  are 
e s s e n t i a l l y  c a u s a t i v e  v e r b s .  'his underscores  t h e  p o i n t  made th roughout  
t h i s  t h e s i s I  t h a t  w h i l e  t h e r e  appear  t o  be classes of  v e r b s  (such as 
" toughn v e r b s I  e p i s t e m i c  v e r b s ,  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  a t t i t u d e  v e r b s ,  and c a u s a t i v e  
v e r b s )  which c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  t end  to d e v e l o p  g r m a t i c a l  f u n c t i o n  
r e l a t i o n s  wi th  non- themat ica l ly  marked NE% I t h e  syntactic d e v i c e s  used t o  
e f f e c t  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  v a r y  from language to  language and from v e r b  t o  
verb .  
(72)  a.  Fijian Z M  verbs 
-- 
diva "wish" I kila " t h i n k  I know" I lewa "decide" I 
namaka "expct  hope" , vakatitigataka "doubt1' , 
vinakata "want wish'' . . (Gordon) 
b. Niuean E M  verbs 
-- 
toka "let1' I fakaata "permitQ1 I (absolutive) 
manako "want desire1' loto "want l ike" ("middle1') 
(Sei ter )  
The Fijian verbs i n  ( 7 2 )  appear w i t h  tensed clausal cmplemmts with 
either - ni or me - canplementizers. (There is no infini t ivel  as such, i n  
Fijian.) 57 
(73) a .  e vinakata ko Timaima [me lako na tagane] 
3s want prop-art Timaha sub-3s go a r t  man 
"Timaima wants the man to go." ( G I  56a) 
b. au kila pro [ n i  vinakatai iko ko Tha h a ]  
1s think sub-3s want-prop you prop-art Timaima 
" I  think that Timaima likes you." ( G I  59a) 
The Niuean verbs i n  (72) appear w i t h  subjunctive clausal cmplemmts 
57. It appears that ni is the unmarked complementi~er~ while me is 
essentially s u b j u n c t ~ e  ( W h e r  11956) . Churchward (reprint 19%) states 
that n i  is "tempral or explanatory1' (p.23) while me is "imperativel 
prospGtive or resultant1' (p. 24) . hwever MilnerTtates that i t  is 
di f f icul t  to  predict which subordinator should be used. Gordon states that 
which canplementizer is used is idiosyncraticl i .e .  lexically determined 
and that for sane verbsl either may be used, w i t h  a different meaning for 
the verb associated w i t h  each one. 'Ihere are other errbedding particles 
also. Agreement markers i n  embedded clauses appear on the cmplementizer. 
Tense part icles (a "past" and na "future1') may appear before the verbal 
- base ( M i  lner l956i. 
w i t h  a ke canplementi zer . 5 8 
- 
(74)  a. Tb nZkai toka e au [ke kai he pusi e ika] 
F'ut not l e t  &g I S j  eat &g cat Abs f i s h  
" I  m n l t  l e t  the cat eat the f i s h . "  (S13.76a) 
b. Manakoaia[ke  momhe e nZ tarnal 
want abs he Sbj sleep-Pl Abs pair child 
"He wants the tw children to  sleep. 'I (S, 3.75a) 
Alternativelyl the verbs i n  (72)  can appear in structures where an 
embedded subject or object appears before the embedded clauseI and behaves 
as an argument of the matrix verb. (Fijian also allows indirect objectsl 
possessorsl and obliques to  be EM'd  as w i l l  be seen below). In Fijian 
t h i s  fronted subject or o b ~ e c t  appears before the matrix subject. 
(75) Fijian ECM 
-
a.  [ E M  to subject] 
e vinakata [na - tagane] ko Timaima [me lako - t ]  
3s want a r t  man prop-art Timaima sub-3s go 
"Timaha wants the man to  go." (Gl56b) 
58. It is not clear whether the constraint on movement from tensed clauses 
is due t o  subjacency or Binding Theory.1t might be that i n  t h i s  languageI a 
tensed CP always constitutes a barrier. This is unexpectedl and appears 
not t o  be the case in other languages discussed, where D 3  i s  possible into 
tensed clauses. This situation i s  reminiscent of the Thsed S Conditionl 
except that here i t  applies to A-bar mvment. 'Ib anticipate -- Blow w 
w i l l  see that ECM-mvment does a2pear to obey the Binding !theoryl i f  the 
relevant governing category can be the higher of the tw CPs i f  the CP is 
[-tense] and the lower one i f  the CP is [+tense] . This seems not 
unreasonablel given a d u l a r  approach to  Binding Theory, such as proposed 
by Pica (forthcming) . Howver the fact that an embedded fronted topic is 
not KM1d even i f  under a [+CAI verbl and the fact that similar 
constraints apply on E D l  movmmt i n  languages where there is i n  fac t ,  no 
movement I argue that Binding meory i s  not relevant here. See 2.2.5.2 
below. 
b .  [ECM to  o b j e c t ]  
au k i l a i  [ i k o ]  p r o  [ n i  - Timaima] 
-
v i n a k a t a  t ko 
Is think-prop you sub 3 s  want p r o p  a r t  Timaima 
" I  t h i n k  Timaima l i k e s  you." (G159b) 
(76)  Niuean ECM 5 9 
FECM to s u b j e c t  ( A b s o l u t i v e )  1 
&I nZkai t 6 k a  e . au [E . i u s i ]  [ke  k a i  - t e ika ]  
f u t  n o t  l e t  Erg I Abs cat S b j  e a t  Abs f i s h  
I won ' t  l e t  t h e  cat eat t h e  f i s h . "  (S ,3 .77 .a )  
[ECM t o  o b j e c t  ( A b s o l u t i v e ) ]  
i k a ]  [ k e  kai he p u s i  t ]  To nZkai t o k a e  au [ g  - - 
F u t  n o t  l e t  Erg I Abs f i s h  S b j  eat Erg c a t  
" I  won1 t l e t  t h e  f i s h  be e a t e n  by t h e  cat ." (S,  3.78a) 
[ECM to s u b j e c t  (Middle) I 
Manako a ia  [ke  he  n5 tama] [ ke manohe t ]  
- --- - 
want a b s  h e  Mid p a i r  c h i l d  S b j  s l e e p - P i  
"He wants t h e  two c h i l d r e n  t o  s l e e p . "  ( S ,  75b) 
[ECM t o  o b j e c t  (Middle)  ] 
Ne manako a mautolu  [ k e  -- he - k u l a [ k e  lagomatai  e 
P s t  want Abs we-Pl-Ex t o  dog S b j  h e l p  Erg 
59. There  a r e  two types of  BGM i n  Niuean. The f i r s t ,  invo lv ing  c a u s a t i v e  
v e r b s  ( s e e  Vote a b o v e ) ,  is unccrnpl icated,  i n  t h a t  i t  i n v o l v e s  t r a n s i t i v e  
v e r b s  which a s s i g n  e r g a t i v e  Case to t h e i r  s u b j e c t s ,  and a b s o l u t i v e  Case t o  
e i t h e r  t h e  s e n t e n t i a l  o b j e c t ,  or t o  t h e i r  ECM1d o b j e c t .  Ihe  second 
i n v o l v e s  t h e  Case marking a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  sane p e r c e p t i o n ,  emotion and 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  s tate v e r b s  such as onoono "look", and - i t a  "angry" which are 
" i n t r a n s i t i v e "  i n  t h a t  t h e y  a s s i g n  a b s o l u t i v e  Case to  t h e i r  s u b j e c t s ,  and 
t h e  s o - c a l l e d  "middle" c a s e  to  t h e i r  o b j e c t s  (Chung.1978 and ~ e l t e r , 1 9 8 0 ) .  
ECM v e r b s  of t h i s  t y p e ,  such  as manako "want" may t a k e  as  a middle  o b j e c t  
e i t h e r  a c l a u s e  (as i n  74) or an ECM1d o b j e c t  (as i n  7 6 ) .  Middle Case is 
o b l i q u e  or p r e p o s i t i o n a l ,  i n  t h a t  a middle  o b j e c t  is unable  to undergo 
r u l e s  such as Rais ing  to  S u b j e c t  or ECM movement ( S e i t e r , 1 9 8 0 ) .  (See 
Chap te r  3 f o r  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  Niuean Ra is ing  to S u b j e c t . ) ,  and t h e y  act a s  
o b l i q u e s  wi th  respect to gap/pronoun s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  q u e s t i o n i n g ,  c l e f t i n g ,  
etc. Thus, middle  Case is l i k e  " o f - i n s e r t i o n "  (see Chomsky,1984, and 
Chapter  4 )  i n  t h a t  i t  i n s e r t s  a p r e p o s i t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  it is u n l i k e  the 
g e n i t i v e  "of" Case i n  t h a t  it is n o t  " i n h e r e n t " ,  i . e .  t h e t a - r e l a t e d ,  s i n c e  
it can be a s s i g n e d  to  non-thematic ECM'd arguments.  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  some 
s t r u c t u r e s  l i k e  t h i s  i n  E h g l i s h ,  i n  t h e  f i n a l  s e c t i o n  of t h i s  c h a p t e r .  
Lanani t] 
 ema an i- 
'We wanted the dog to be helped by Lemani ." (S, 78b) 
It is clear that the phenomenon distinguishing the sentences in (75) and 
(76) from those in (73) and (74), unlike ECM in Ehglish, is not 
string-vacuous. Ironically, it is the Projection Principle itself (in 
conjunction with the Iheta-Criterion) that tells us that movement must be 
involved in (75) and (76) 'Ib take (76b) as an example Since the W - ika 
"fish" in (76b) receives its theta-role from the verb - kai "eat" it must be 
generated in object position, and hence must have moved from this position 
by "ttove Alpha". 
The question arises, however, as to whether the movement (76) and (75) 
is to object position, as argued for by Gordon and by Seiter. On first 
examination, their arguments are convincing . 
word order [V NPi NP. S f ]  where NPi is in the 
3 
matrix object, suggests that has become a 
appears to have moved entirely out of its own 
In F] ian , for example, the 
canonical position of a 
matrix object, since it 
clause. Furthermore, the 
matrix verb appears with "proper/pronounW agreement if the fronted element 
is a proper noun or a pronoun. (See (75b) above, and also below) And 
finally, according to Gordon, the fronted element can be passivized to 
become the subject of the matrix clause. (This will be discussed further 
60. We will see below that in some cases of this type of ECM, movement is 
not necessarily involved, but rather base-generation of an NP in the 
initial position, which is coindexed with a theta position NP. 
i n  Chapters 3 and 5 below). 6 1 
S e t t e r ' s  arguments f o r  a Raising t o  Object a n a l y s i s  i n  Niuean involve 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  f ron ted  element appears  with abso lu t ive  Case ( i . e .  
o b j e c t  of a t r a n s i t i v e  verb)  o r  middle Case ( i . e .  o b j e c t  of an 
" i n t r a n s i t i v e "  verb ,  see Note above) . even though i t  may have o r i g i n a t e d  
i n  an e r g a t i v e  ( i  .e. s u b j e c t  of a t r a n s i t i v e  verb)  o r  abso lu t ive  (ob jec t  
of a t r a n s i t i v e  verb)  p o s i t i o n .  This change i n  Case is seen by comparing 
(74a) with (76b) . 
Both Gordon and S e i t e r  p re sen t  a s  an argument f o r  a Raising t o  Object 
a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  f ron ted  argument is e l i g i b l e  t o  undergo f u r t h e r  
r a i s i n g s ,  i f  embedded under t h e  app ropr i a t e  verb  (and i n  Niuean, i f  not  
r a i s e d  t o  middle) .  In t h e  F i j i a n  example below, Bale t he  thematic  i n d i r e c t  
o b j e c t  of t h e  lowest c l a u s e  (&ere  i t  is resumed by - vua "for  h e r " ) ,  a c t s  a s  
the d i r e c t  o b j e c t  of t h e  h ighes t  c l ause .  That i t  has passed through an 
in t e rmed ia t e  p o s i t i o n  which is governed (and Case marked) by t h e  
in te rmedia te  ve rb  v inakata  "want" is determined by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  no o t h e r  
61. Andrew Pawley, (p.c . )  and Paul Geraghty (p.c . )  state t h a t  n a t i v e  
speakers  which they have consu l t ed ,  do no t  a l low Pass iv i za t ion  of an ECM'd 
element.  (In f a c t ,  Geraghty and Pawley s t a t e  t h a t  even the  ECM sentences  
without p a s s i v i z a t i o n  a r e  i n  sane c a s e s  unacceptable .)  Samu ' l b p u ,  
consul ted  by myself ,  a l s o  found the  Passive sen tence  ungrammatical. We 
w i l l  cons ider  t h i s  to  be a " d i a l e c t "  s p l i t ,  a l though when t h e  Pass iv i za t ion  
cases a r e  d iscussed  i n  more d e t a i l  below ( s e e  e s p e c i a l l y  Chapters 3 & 5 ) ,  
t h e  F i j i a n  d a t a  w i l l  be subordinated t o  more c l e a r  c u t  c a s e s  of 
ECM-plus-Passivization such a s  i n  Standard Arabic.  
NP can  f r o n t  t o  be ECM'd by -- v i n a k a t a .  (The F i j i a n  cases o f  ECM with  
pronouns appear ing  i n  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  w i l l  be more f u l l y  d i s c u s s e d  
below. ) 
F i  j i a n  
e a n u i t a k i  Ba le  k o  Wati me'u - t 
3 s  p s t  expect-prop Ba le  p r o p  ar t  Wati s u b  Is want 
v i n a k a t a  mo v o l i a  vua n a  motoka 
sub-2s buy fo r -her  a r t  c a r  
'Wati expec ted  t h a t  I would want you t o  buy a c a r  
f o r  Bale ." (G, 77d) 
Wi th in  GB t h e o r y ,  the f i r s t  o b j e c t i o n  to t h e  a n a l y s e s  of Gordon and 
S e t t e r  rises from the P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  which r u l e s  o u t  non-thematic 
complements. However, s i n c e  t h e r e  is n o t h i n g  t o  be ga ined  by t h e  
maintenance o f  e m p i r i c a l l y  inadequa te  p r i n c i p l e s ,  we must c o n s i d e r  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  the P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  is s imply  i n c o r r e c t  i n  t h i s  
r e g a r d ,  and t h a t  non- themat ic  complement p o s i t i o n s  must be al lowed i f  f u l l  
e m p i r i c a l  coverage  is to  be a t t a i n e d .  62 Hswever , i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
s e c t i o n s ,  we w i l l  see t h a t  t h i s  move would be u n j u s t i f i e d ,  s i n c e ,  even 
l e a v i n g  a s i d e  the q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  
i n d i c a t i o n s  that t h e  f r o n t e d  NPs i n  s t r u c t u r e s  such as t h o s e  above are n o t ,  
and must n o t  be, i n  t h e  m a t r i x  object p o s i t i o n .  
62. In cases of  s m a l l  c l a u s e s ,  Sche in(1982)  h a s  argued that t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  
P r i n c i p l e  is unnecessa ry . (See  also Wil l iams,1983.)  We w i l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  
s m a l l  c l a u s e s  h e r e ,  b u t  w i l l  a r g u e  t h a t  f o r  KM, t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  
shou ld  be main ta ined  as a p r i n c i p l e .  
2.5.3 ECM--The Ana lys i s  
2 .5 .3 .1  The S t r u c t u r e  
For  a F i j i a n  s e n t e n c e  such as ( 7 5 a ) ,  we propose  t h e  fo l lowing  
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There  a r e  two e s s e n t i a l  p a r t s  to  t h e  anal wi th  a t h i r d  i n  t h e  case 
of  F i j i a n .  F i r s t  we p ropose  t h a t  t h e  c l a u s e s  embedded under ECM v e r b s  
i n c l u d e  an a d d i t i o n a l  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  (SPEC2). T h i s  p o s i t i o n  is an 
A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  s i n c e  no  t h e t a - r o l e  is e v e r  a s s i g n e d  to  i t .  63 & I N ?  
appear ing  i n  SPEC2 w i l l  be (by d e f i n i t i o n )  governed by t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b ,  and 
hence w i l l  be Case marked by t h i s  v e r b  i f  i t  i s  [GI. Thi rd ,  i n  F i j i a n ,  
e x t r a p o s i t i o n  of t h e  lowst CPl p r o j e c t i o n  over  t h e  mat r ix  s u b j e c t  t a k e s  
p l a c e ,  as shown above.  
Ihe government and Case marking of t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  f a l l s  under 
t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of government and t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  Case marking o u t l i n e d  
i n  Chapter 1 and hence need n o t  be d i s c u s s e d  f u r t h e r  h e r e  ( b u t  s e e  below 
f o r  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e s e ,  and e s s e n t i a l l y  
i d e n t i c a l  s t r u c t u r e s  o f  embedded T b p i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  Niuean) .  Other a s p e c t s  
o f  the a n a l y s i s ,  however, must be f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s e d .  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  them 
a f t e r  we have argued that t h e r e  are problems f o r  a Ra is ing  to Object  
a n a l y s i s .  F i r s t ,  a n o t e  on Niuean ward o r d e r .  
2.5.3.2 A Note on Niuean Word Order 
The major problem with  Niuean ECM, among o t h e r  languages ,  is n o t  i n  f a c t  
a problem w i t h  BCM a t  a l l ,  b u t  r a t h e r  is subsumed under the more g e n e r a l  
problem of  VSO l anguages .  T h i s  problem c o n s i s t s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  VBO 
l anguages  do n o t  e x h i b i t  a VP a t  s u r f a c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  a l though  t h e y  d o  
e x h i b i t  processes which are best d e f i n e d  i n  t e r m s  of asymmetry o f  
63. In s i m i l a r  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  French,  however, t h e  "SPEC2" p o s i t i o n  acts as 
an  A-pos i t ion ,  s e e  below i n  t e x t .  
government between s u b j e c t s  and o b j e c t s  or i n  t e rms  o f  c-command, such as 
pronominal  c o r e f e r e n c e ,  c o n s t r a i n t s  and c ross -over  e f f e c t s .  
It shou ld  be noted t h a t  t h e  ECM a n a l y s i s  proposed f o r  F i j i a n  h o l d s  f o r  
Niuean r e g a r d l e s s  of our  t h e o r y  of VSO word o r d e r ,  s i n c e ,  however t h e  v e r b  
is determined to  govern and a s s i g n  Case to  its non-adjacent  o b j e c t ,  i t  can 
be supposed to govern and a s s i g n  Case to i ts  non a d j a c e n t  KM'd  NP i n  t h e  
same way. Hawever, we w i l l  b r i e f l y  d i s c u s s  t h e  t o p i c  h e r e .  6 4 
For our  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  Niuean, we w i l l  assume t h e  t h e o r y  o f  S p r o a t  (1985) 
f o r  VSO languages .  S p r o a t ,  i n  d i s c u s s i n g  Wslsh and Arabic  c o n s i d e r s  
D-s t ruc tu re  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t o  be c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  (SVO) with t h e  
S - s t r u c t u r e  (VSO) o r d e r  r e s u l t i n g  f r m  t h e  o b l i g a t o r y  movement of INFL to  
a n  S-adjoined p o s i t i o n ,  fo l lowed  by movement of t h e  v e r b ,  i n  o r d e r  t h a t  
c l i t i c i z a t i o n  may occur  between t e n s e ,  agreement and t h e  v e r b .  The 
movement of INFL is t r i g g e r e d  by a r i g h t w a r d s  d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  s e t t i n g  f o r  
government and Case ass ignment  f o r  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  INFL, i n  t h e s e  
l a n g u a g e s ;  a claim which is c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  t h e s e  
l anguages  r i g h t w a r d s  government and Case ass ignment  is e x h i b i t e d  also i n  
nominals ,  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  p h r a s e s ,  etc. 
Under t h e s e  assumptions  we can see t h a t  Niuean ECM, is i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h a t  
o f  F i j i a n  e x c e p t  f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  In Niuean, t h e  c l a u s e  
---------- 
64. See Chung (1983) , Qroat (1985)  , k C l o s k e y ( 1 9 8 3 )  . 
into which ECM occurs, is necessarily a - ke-clause, that is, non-tensed (as 
was discussed above). And in Niuean, extraposition does not take place (at 
least not so as to effect a variation in the word order). In this regard, 
Niuean is like English, Icelandic, Hindi and Romance. 
2.5.4 Objections to Direct Raising to Object 
2.5.4.1 Raising to Object vs. ECM 
The main difference beween the analysis proposed in Section 2.5.3.1 and 
an analysis of Raising to Object is that the former involves movement to an 
A-bar position (although, as will be discussed below, this position 
patterns with A-positions in sane respects, in that it must form a chain 
which requires Case) and the latter to an A-position. 65 The t m  types of 
movement exhibit different properties. An examination of the 
characteristics of ECM fronting shows that in sane respects, it must be 
considered as movement to an A-bar position, not to A-position, thus 
supporting our analysis, and arguing against a Raising to Object analysis. 
65. As will be discussed below, similar movements in French are argued to 
act as movements to A-positions, see Ha'i k (1985) . 
2.5.4.2 Case and Chain Theory 
One c e n t r a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between A and A-bar  movement, is t h a t  t h e  former 
is t r i g g e r e d  by n e c e s s i t y  due  to  t h e  Case F i l t e r .  Ibis h a s  l e d  t o  t h e  
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of A-movement a s  "Movement a s  a L a s t  & s o r t 8 '  
(Chansky,1984).  It h a s  been s t a t e d  f o r m a l l y  a s  a c o n d i t i o n  on A-chains, i n  
t h e  c h a i n  t h e o r i e s  o f  Chomsky(1981), R izz i  (1982b) , and Brcdy(1983) ,  and i n  
k v i n  & Massm(1984) ,  g e n e r a l l y  a s  a c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  head o f  a c h a i n  
must be Case-marked, and t h a t  t h e r e  may be o n l y  once Case i n  an A-chain. 
T h i s  l a t t e r  h a s  been developed by Rizz i  (1982b) and Brody(1983) i n t o  a Chain 
l o c a t i o n  a l g o r i t h m .  Following Chomsky(1984) we w i l l  r e f e r  to t h i s  as t h e  
"Chain Condi t ion"  (See Chapter  5 f o r  a more e x t e n s i v e  d i s c u s s i o n ) .  
Cn t h e  o t h e r  hand,  v a r i a b l e s ,  or A - b a r  bound t r a c e s  are n e c e s s a r i l y  Case 
marked. Th is  h a s  been p u t  forward a t  v a r i o u s  times, and i n  v a r i o u s  ways. 
For i n s t a n c e ,  fo l lowing  Chomsky(1981), we c o u l d  a t t r i b u t e  t h i s  n e c e s s i t y  to 
the The ta -Cr i t e r ion  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way. If  t h e  Case F i l t e r  is t o  be 
subsumed under the T h e t a - C r i t e r i o n  (cÂ£.Chomsky,1981 Stowsl l .1981,  and 
Levin & Massam.1984, and Chapter  5 ) .  t h e n  a l l  theta-marked NPs must r e c e i v e  
Case i n  o r d e r  to be v i s i b l e  f o r  t h e  Theta  C r i t e r i o n .  S i n c e  a v a r i a b l e  
trace is always t h e  head of i ts  A-chain, it must be  Case marked to  s a t i s f y  
the T h e t a - c r i t e r i o n .  6 6 
In t h e  BCM examples,  i t  is clear t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  
f r o n t e d  NP is Case marked. There are t h r e e  t h i n g s  which t e l l  u s  t h i s ,  
i n v o l v i n g  S u r f a c e - e r g a t i v i t y ,  agreement ,  and t h e  appearance of pronouns i n  
the o r i g i n a l  theta p o s i t i o n  i n  s a n e  cases. 
Niuean< as shown above,  is a s u r f a c e - e r g a t i v e  Case marking language.  In 
a t h e o r y  o f  Case marking such as t h a t  developed b y  Levin & Massam (1984) , i n  
such l anguages ,  E r g a t i v e  Case is a s s i g n e d  to a s u b j e c t ,  i f  and o n l y  i f  
A b s o l u t i v e  Case h a s  been a s s i g n e d  ( to  t h e  o b j e c t )  . (See a l s o  Chapter  5. ) 
Thus, i n  a c o n s t r u c t i o n  where an o b j e c t  h a s  been f r o n t e d ,  l e a v i n g  a trace, 
we can de te rmine  whether t h i s  trace r e c e i v e s  Case by examining the Case o f  
t h e  s u b j e c t  of the c l a u s e .  In cases o f  ECM f r o n t i n g ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  
c l a u s e  a p p e a r s  i n  E c g a t i v e  Case (he  -- p u s i  i n  ( 7 9 b ) ) ,  t h e r e f o r e  demons t ra t ing  
t h a t  the trace of the ECM1d NP (e i k a  i n  ( 7 9 b ) )  h a s  rece ived  Abso lu t ive  
-- 
Case. 
66. T h i s  might  be p r o b l e m a t i c  i n  t h e  case o f  t h e m a t i c  PPs, t h e  traces o f  
which conce ivab ly  d o  n o t  r e c e i v e  Case i n  s e n t e n c e s  such as "Tb whom d i d  Amy 
g i v e  t h e  p i c k l e d  lime t?" . Perhaps  h e r e  t h e  t r a c e  " i n h e r i t s "  from t h e  PP 
w i t h  which i t  is co indexed ,  t h e  p r o p e r t y  of b e a r i n g  i n h e r e n t  Case.  For t h e  
r e l a t i o n  betwsen CP a r g u n e n t s  and Case,  see Chapter  5. 
(79)  a.  Tb n z k a i  t o k a  e a u  [ k e  k a i  he  p u s i  e i k a ]  
f u t  n o t  l e t  Erg I Sbj e a t  Erg cat Abs f i s h  
" I  won' t  l e t  t h e  cat eat t h e  f i s h . "  (S13.76a)  
b .  Tb nEikai toka  e au [ [ g  i k a ]  [ke  k a i  he  p u s i  - t ] ]  
f u t  n o t  le t  Erg I Abs f i s h  S b j  e a t  Erg c a t  
' I  won' t  l e t  t h e  f i s h  be e a t e n  by t h e  cat." (S13.78a) 
A second argument t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  l e f t  behind i n  B2M f r o n t i n g  is  Case 
marked is t h a t  i n  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  Niuean when a s u b j e c t  is f r o n t e d ,  agreement 
( f o r  number) s t i l l  a p p e a r s  on t h e  embedded v e r b .  Agreement between s u b j e c t  
and v e r b  a p p e a r s  i n  most languages  j u s t  i n  case Case is  a s s i g n e d  to  t h e  
s u b j e c t  by INFL. 
(80) a.  to n z k a i  toka  e au 
Fu t  n o t  l e t  Erg I 
' I  won' t  l e t  you ( sng)  
[ a  koe [ k e  m o h e t e  t i m e n i ] ]  
Abs you-sng S b j  s l e e p  Abs f l o o r  
s l e e p  on t h e  f l o o r  ." (S ,3.86a) 
b. To n z k a i  t o k a  e au [ [ a  mutolu] [ k e  momohe t e t i m e n i ]  ] 
f u t  n o t  le t  Erg I Abs you-pl S b j  s l e e p - P i  Abs f l o o r  
I won't  l e t  you(p1)  s l e e p  on t h e  f l o o r  ." (S,  3.86b) 
The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  t h e t a - p o s i t i o n  to which t h e  ECM'd NP is r e l a t e d  is a 
Case marked p o s i t i o n  is p e r h a p s  most clear i n  t h e  cases where an o v e r t  
l e x i c a l  pronoun a p p e a r s  i n  t h e  t h e t a - p o s i t i o n .  S i n c e  t h e  pronoun is 
l e x i c a l ,  it must f a l l  under t h e  Case F i l t e r  (See Chapter l ( 9 )  and Chapter 
5 ) ,  and hence must r e c e i v e  Case.  For this r e a s o n ,  g i v e n  t h e  Chain 
Condi t ion  above,  pronouns do n o t  appear  i n  the t a i l  p o s i t i o n  of A-chains. 
We have seen  some F i j i a n  ECM examples wi th  ( resumpt ive)  pronouns.  F u r t h e r  
examples a r e  p rov ided  h e r e ,  wi th  E M  to  an i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  o b l i q u e ,  
p o s s e s s o r ,  and o b j e c t  ( i n  which t h e  pronoun is  o p t i o n a l :  compare (Bid)  wi th  
(81)  a .  [ECM to I n d i r e c t  Cbject) 
au gadreva  na  koro  l e v u  n i  ko a l a k o  k ina .  
- --
Is wish a r t  town b i g  s u b  2s p s t  g o  to-it 
" I  wish you had gone to t h e  c i t y . "  ( G ,  72) 
b .  [ECM to Obl ique]  
e v i n a k a t i  T e v i t a  ko Bale m e 1  u l a  ko - kaya . 
3 s  want p r o p  T e v i t a  p r o p - a r t  Bale  s u b - I s  g o  with-him 
"Bale  w a n t s  me to  g o  wi th  T e v i t a . "  (G,73) 
c. [ECM to  Possessor ]  
au  n m a k i  Bale  n i  damudarnu n a  nona -- boto. 
1s expect-prop Bale  sub-3s r e d  a r t  h e r  b o a t  
" I e x p e c t  Ba le1  s b o a t  to  be r e d .  ,I' ( G I  74) 
d .  [ECM to Cbjec t ]  
e a v i n a k a t a  n a  t agane  ko 
-
Mere melu m k u t i  koya 
3 s  p s t  want a r t  man prop-a r t  Mere sub-1s h i t - p r o p  him 
"Mary wanted m e  t o  h i t  the m a n . "  (G,78) 
In some languages ,  the d a t a  a r e  sometimes a t  l e a s t  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  
ambiguous as t o  whether a Case marked t r a c e  or an empty pronoun a p p e a r s  i n  
t h e  t h e t a - p o s i t i o n  of an EEM1d NP. Such languages  are Kips igas ,  a 
Ni lo-Sahar ic  l anguage ,  and Blackfoo t ,  b o t h  t o  be d i s c u s s e d  f u r t h e r  below. 
S i n c e  t h e s e  l anguages  are n u l l  s u b j e c t  and n u l l - o b j e c t  languages  (wi th  
agreement markers  on t h e  v e r b )  , the d i s t i n c t i o n  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  make. 
However, i t  is clear t h a t  i n  e i t h e r  c a s e ,  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of agreement on t h e  
lower v e r b  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  Case h a s  been a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  t h e t a - p o s i t i o n  
coindexed w i t h  t h e  m ' d  NP. In t h e  Kips igas  example which f o l l o w s ,  t h e  
u n d e r l i n e d  o b j e c t  agreement c l i t i c  is a l l  t h a t  a p p e a r s  i n  t h e  lowst ( a n d ,  
f o r  that m a t t e r ,  i n  t h e  h i g h e s t )  c l a u s e .  T h i s  agreement c l i t i c  a g r e e s  wi th  
t h e  u n d e r l i n e d  ( = m p t y  c a t e g o r y )  which cou ld  be i n t e r p r e t e d  as a 
n u l l - o b j e c t  - p r o  which is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  t h e  (shown) p r o  - i n  SPBC2, o r  a s  
a trace, A-bar bound by t h e  ( s h o w )  - p r o  moved t o  SPEC2. 
(82)  mCc -O:n Mu:sa [p ro i  - [ k O  - t I l - a n  Kfc l a n a t  ec . ] 1 
want  KC^ j Musa ( S )  3s .  S h b - c u t q s  .Cb j ~ i ~ l a n ~ a ~ l  
"Musa wants t h a t  Kip lanqa t  c u t  m e . "  ( J&0,12b)  
The ev idence  g iven  above to show t h a t  t h e  t h e t a - p o s i t i o n  coindexed wi th  
an ECM'd NP is a Case marked p o s i t i o n  a r g u e s  a g a i n s t  an  a n a l y s i s  i n  which 
t h e  ECM1d NP is c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be i n  an A-posi t ion ( t h a t  is, a g a i n s t  a 
r i s i n g  to  Object  a n a l y s i s ) ,  and i n  favour  o f  t h e  SPEC2 a n a l y s i s  f o r  ECM 
p r e s e n t e d  above. 
2.5.4.3 Binding Theory 
The second argument a g a i n s t  a Rais ing to Object a n a l y s i s ,  is t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  it v i o l a t e s  Binding t h e o r y  A which h o l d s  of A-t races .  Th i s  w i l l  
a lways  be t r u e ,  s i n c e  t h e  governing c a t e g o r y  f o r  an object w i l l  a lways  be 
its own c l a u s e ,  as w i l l  t h e  governing c a t e g o r y  f o r  a s u b j e c t  o f  a t e n s e d  
c l a u s e .  T h i s  is g i v e n  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n d i t i o n  and d e f i n i t i o n .  6 7 
67. Chomsky(1984) p r e s e n t s  a r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  v e r s i o n  of Binding Theory. 
S ince  t h e  s u b t l e  aspects of  Binding are n o t  o u r  concern h e r e ,  we use  t h e  
v e r s i o n  o f  Chomsky (1981) . 
Binding Theory A (Chunskyl1981) 
Anaphors must be bound i n  t h e i r  governing c a t e g o r y  
Governing Category 
ff^- is a governing c a t e g o r y  f o r  @ i f  and o n l y  i f  4 is t h e  
minimal c a t e g o r y  c o n t a i n i n g  $, a governor  offi , and 
a SUBJECT a c c e s s i b l e  to/? . 
A s  w i t h  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  however, we  shou ld  c o n s i d e r  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  oÂ Governing Category is i n c o r r e c t l y  
f o r m u l a t e d ,  and should be re fo rmula ted  to allow Rais ing  t o  Object from 
t e n s e d  c l a u s e s  and from o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  some languages .  In t h i s  way, we 
c o u l d  allow A-mvment  o u t  of a t ensed  c l a u s e  and from o b j e c t  by 
c o n s i d e r i n g  the Governing Category of an NP i n  F i j i a n ,  Niuean, etc. to  be 
t h e  n e x t  c l a u s e  up from t h e  u s u a l  one.  Even a s i d e  from t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  
d e v i s i n g  such a d e f i n i t i o n ,  and i s o l a t i n g  t h e  p a r a m e t e r s  involved i n  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  Engl i sh  and F i j i a n ,  there is a problem with t h i s .  
The problem is t h a t  Binding Condi t ion A, as g i v e n  above,  h o l d s  i n  F i j i a n  
i n  cases of Ra i s ing  to S u b j e ~ t . ~ '  Hence, we must r e t a i n  ( 83 )  as is, i n  
o r d e r  t o  account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Ra i s ing  t o  S u b j e c t  may n o t  occur  o u t  o f  
t e n s e d  c l a u s e s ,  nor from object p o s i t i o n .  
68. Mope & Carden(1974) and GLiy Garden p.c. p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e r e  are 
languages  i n  which Ra is ing  to S u b j e c t  a p p e a r s  t o  v i o l a t e  t h e  Binding 
Theory,  such as P e r s i a n ,  where s u b j e c t s  o f  t e n s e d  c l a u s e s  can be r a i s e d  
( b u t  n o t  objects). 
(84) a )  Pass ive :  e ra .  a r a i c - i  t .  n a  t agane i  (Gt8)  1 $1 p s t  see-pass-' a r t  man 
"The men were seen"  
b) RtoS: ko.  ram [ n i  vukei  aU Li 1 ei 
2s1 p o s s i b l e  s u b  help-prop me 
"You can  h e l p  me. " (Gt4J-1 
c)  RtoS: *koi a s e g a  [ n i ' u  mokuta/mokuti t .  p r o ]  i k o  
-1 -(from 2s p s t  n o t  sub  Is h i t / h i t - p r o p  i YOU 
Ob j )  " I  d i d n ' t  h i t  you." (G I  52) 
d )  RtoS: *au a sega  [ n i  a mokuti iko t . ]  p r o i  
(from 1 s  p s t  n o t  sub  p s t  h i t  p r o p  you -1 -
[ + t n s ] )  " I  d i d n ' t  h i t  you." (G8448b) 
It shou ld  be mentioned t h a t  t h e  [ - t ense ]  f e a t u r e  of t h e  embedded c l a u s e  
i n  (84c)  is n o t  s t r a i g h f o r w a r d .  Gordon s tates t h a t  t h e  t e n s e  morpheme may 
appear  e i t h e r  on t h e  m a t r i x  o r  t h e  embedded c l a u s e  i n  cases of Ra i s ing  to 
S u b j e c t ,  b u t  n o t  on both. We t a k e  t h i s  to  mean t h a t  o n l y  t h e  m a t r i x  c l a u s e  
is t e n s e d ,  and that t h i s  t e n s e  may be r e a l i z e d  on any v e r b  w i t h i n  its 
scope. Secondly,  Gordon n o t e s  t h a t  agreement morphemes may appear  on bo th  
h i g h e r  and lowr v e r b s  when an NP is Fa i sed  to  S u b j e c t  wi th  t h e  v e r b  dodonu 
' r i g h t " ,  and must appear  on bo th  upper and lower v e r b  i f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  is i n  
t h e  past t e n s e .  Dodonu is also unusual  among Ra is ing  to Subjec t  v e r b s  i n  
t h a t  it a l o n e  t a k e s  t h e  me- - complement izer .  
S i n c e  F i j i a n  e x h i b i t s  Ra i s ing  to  S u b j e c t  (a  r u l e  of A-mvement which is 
c o m p a t i b l e  wi th  the P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e )  , and s i n c e  t h i s  r u l e  obeys  t h e  
Binding Theory,  i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  to e x p l a i n  why a second p u t a t i v e  r u l e  
of A-mvement such as Ra is ing  to  Object d o e s  n o t  also obey t h i s  
c o n s t r a i n t .  Th i s  d i s o b e d i e n c e ,  however, is unprob lemat ic  i n  a t h e o r y  o f  
ECM f r o n t i n g  such as t h a t  proposed h e r e i n  s i n c e  movement to A-bar p o s i t i o n s  
is n o t  s u b j e c t  to  t h e  Binding Theory. 
In our  a n a l y s i s  of movement to SPEC2, an  i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t  o b t a i n s .  
F i r s t ,  s i n c e  SPBC2 is an  A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  a s  argued f o r  above,  wi th  r e s p e c t  
to  Case t h e o r y  (and s e e  below and Chapter 5 ) ,  we d o  n o t  e x p e c t  t h a t  Binding 
Iheory  shou ld  ho ld  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e n  an NP i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  and i ts  
trace. And y e t ,  g i v e n  t h e  d a t a ,  and our  a n a l y s i s ,  it a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  
Binding Theory is n o t  v i o l a t e d  i n  an i n s t a n c e  o f  ECM movement, i f  we 
c o n s i d e r  CP and n o t  IP to  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  governing c a t e g o r y .  It is n o t  
clear ,  however, whether i t  must  h o l d .  (In t h e  fo l lowing  s e c t i o n s  we w i l l  
d i s c u s s  f u r t h e r  t h e  problem of  t h e  l o c a l i t y  c o n d i t i o n s  which hold  betweeen 
an BCM'd NP and its coindexed t h e t a  p o s i t i o n . )  S i n c e ,  as we d i s c u s s  below, 
t h e  SPEC2 p o s i t i o n  is ambiguous i n  s e v e r a l  r e s p e c t s  as to  whether it is an 
A-posi t ion or an A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  it is n o t  i n c o n c e i v a b l e  t h a t  t h e  Binding 
Theory would hold  of movement t o  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  We w i l l  l e a v e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
open t o  some e x t e n t .  
It is i n t e r e s t i n g  to n o t e  t h a t  t h e r e  are i n  f a c t  what look  l i k e  
e x c e p t i o n s  t o  t h e  Binding Theory f o r  ECM movement, i f  it is s a i d  t o  ho ld  o f  
t h i s  movement. Consider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g .  
/ / \  
expect  SPBC2 CP 
/ / \  
b. ei namaki i k o k  [ n i ' u  - sega  [ n i  [ m k u t a  t k ]  t . ]  p r o . ]  p r o i ]  
3s expect-prop you sub-1s n o t  sub  h i t  3 I 
'Hs expec t s  me not  t o  h i t  you." (G I 76b) 
In (85a) , t h e  lowest NP, can move a c r o s s  an in te rvening  c l a u s e  t o  SPEC2 
of t he  h ighes t  CP (Movement A) j u s t  i n  case  the  higher  verb is an ECMing 
ve rb  (as marked) ,  and t h e  middle verb  i s ,  a s  i n  (85a ) ,  a Raising t o  Subject 
ve rb ,  (or a Cbntrol  verb)  . Movement A is exemplif ied i n  (85.b) , where 
Movement B (Raising t o  Subjec t )  has  a l s o  taken p lace .  That Movement t o  
Subjec t  need no t  take  p l a c e  i n  order  f o r  ECM movement t o  c r o s s  t he  
in te rvening  c l a u s e ,  is seen i n  ( 8 6 a ) ,  whi le  (86b) shows an example with an 
- Ill - 
i n t e r m e d i a t e  C o n t r o l  v e r b .  6 9 
(86)  a. e .  namaki [ iko, [ n i  sega [ n i  [ ' u  m k u t a  t ] j 3s  expect-prop you sub  n o t  sub-1s h i t  k 
p r o . ]  p r o . ]  p r o . ]  
"FkJexpecfis m e  Aot to h i t  you." ( G ,  24b) 
[ P b t e : ~ ~  is an e x p l e t i v e . ]  
b.  keimami a namaki [ iko [ me r e r e  [ n i  
3pl 
i p s t  expect-prop you sub  a f r a i d  sub  
[ vukea]  PRO. ] ko Mere . ] p r o i  ] 
h e l p  prop-drt Mary 3 
"We e x p e c t  Mary t o  be a f r a i d  t o  h e l p  you." ( G ,  25c) 
Nate t h a t  Binding Theory Condi t ion  A a p p e a r s  n o t  to  be a c o n s t r a i n t  on 
t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  trace of N P  i n  (85)  and i ts  a n t e c e d e n t  i n  SPEC2 
(iko/"youl' - i n  (85) ) . The Governing Category f o r  NPk i n  (85) is t h e  lowst 
s e n t e n c e ,  b u t  NP, is n o t  bound i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  s e n t e n c e  is 
good. In (85)  the trace is c o r r e c t l y  ( s i n c e  t h e  s e n t e n c e  is a c c e p t a b l e )  
bound i n  a domain which i n c l u d e  a n  e x t r a  c l a u s e .  
It is n o t  c l e a r ,  however, g i v e n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which an e x t r a  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  c l a u s e  is p e r m i t t e d  between an ECM'd NP and t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  
with which i t  is co indexed ,  t h a t  t h e  Binding Theory does  n o t  ho ld  h e r e .  
T h i s  is because ,  it is n o t a b l e  t h a t  the a l l o w a b l e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  c l a u s e s  
c o n t a i n  B i s i n g  to abject  and C o n t r o l  v e r b s .  These v e r b s  are no ted  
c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  f o r  c r e a t i n g  t r a n s p a r e n t  d a n a i n s  f o r  Binding Theory 
and o t h e r  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  so t h a t  i n  I t a l i a n ,  f o r  example,  a c l i t i c  may be 
69. These examples are t a k e n  from a handout and n o t  t h e  ins of  Gordon(1980) .  
coindexed w i t h  a p o s i t i o n  two c l a u s e s  away i f  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  c l a u s e  
c o n t a i n s  c e r t a i n  v e r b s  o f  t h e  class of v e r b s  which inc lude  Rais ing t o  
S u b j e c t  v e r b s  and C o n t r o l  v e r b s  such as potere "be a b l e  t o " ,  sembrare 
' seem",  dovere  "have to", v o l e r e  "want", c a n i n c i a r e  "begin",  c o n t i n u a r e  
" c o n t i n u e " ,  etc. a l t h o u g h  normal ly  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  t h i s  i n t e r m e d i a t e  
c l a u s e  r e n d e r s  t h e  c l a u s e  ungrammatical .  ( c f  .Ri z z i  ,1978,1982, Bur z i o ,  1981, 
Manzini ,1983, on t h e  t h e o r y  o f  & s t r u c t u r i n g . )  
(87)  a. Credo che  Gianni l a  p r e s e n t e r a  a Francesco  
' I  b e l i e v e  t h a t  Gianni w i l l  i n t r o d u c e  h e r  to  Franceso." 
b.*La c r e d o  che Gianni  p r e s e n t e r a  a Francesco .  
(Rizz i  ,1978,6a ,b)  
( 8 8 )  a.  Gianni ha  dovuto  p a r l a r g l i  personalmente  
"Gianni h a s  had t o  speak wi th  him p e r s o n a l l y . "  
b. Gianni g l i  ha  dovuto  p a r l a r e  personalmente .  
(Rizz i  ,1978,12a ,b)  
(89) Lo v o g l i o  l e g g e r e  
It I want to  read .  (BLirzio16.1.1a) 
For t h e  I t a l i a n  examples it h a s  been proposed (see r e f e r e n c e s  above)  
t h a t  & s t r u c t u r i n g  v e r b s  form complex v e r b s  w i t h  t h e  v e r b s  which f o l l o w  
them. such an a n a l y s i s  seems f e a s i b l e  f o r  F i j i a n  also. 7 0 
These r e s u l t s  are i n t e r e s t i n g .  Note t h a t  w i t h i n  our  f r a m e w r k ,  a 
70. Q-iy Garden (p .c . )  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  i t  would be i n t e r e s t i n g  to see i f  
dodonu behaves  i n  the way o u t l i n e d  above wi th  r e s p e c t  to  " c l a u s e  union" 
phenomena, s i n c e  it h a s  s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  from o t h e r  
t e i s i n g  t o  S u b j e c t  v e r b s ,  as no ted  above.  
r i s i n g  to Cbject a n a l y s i s  would r e q u i r e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  ECM'd 
NP and i ts  coindexed t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  to obey t h e  Binding Theory, whi le  a t  
t h e  same t ime ,  by its v e r y  n a t u r e ,  i t  would render  such obed ience  
i m p o s s i b l e ,  g i v e n  t h e  d a t a  under d i s c u s s i o n .  Converse ly ,  our  Movement t o  
SPBC2 a n a l y s i s  would n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e q u i r e  t h e  Binding Theory to be 
obeyed,  s i n c e ,  as we have s e e n ,  it d o e s  n o t  act i n  a l l  ways a t  l e a s t ,  a s  
movement t o  a n  A-posi t ion.  And y e t ,  g i v e n  o u r  a n a l y s i s  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  wi th  
t h e  d a t a ,  i t  a p p e a r s  e n t i r e l y  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  Binding Theory is obeyed by 
Movement to  SPEC2. We w i l l  see below t h a t  t h e r e  is ambigui ty  wi th  r e s p e c t  
t o  t h e  A/A-bar c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of SPEC2, which would e x p l a i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
movement t o  a n  A-bar p o s i t i o n  a p p e a r s  t o  obey t h e  Binding Theory. 
We w i l l  see cases below, however, which a r g u a b l y  d o  n o t  i n v o l v e  movement 
o f  an NP to  SPEG2, b u t  r a t h e r  the b a s e - g e n e r a t i o n  o f  an NP i n  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n ,  which is coindexed w i t h  a pronoun ( u s u a l l y )  i n  a t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  
We w i l l  see t h a t  the same l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t  a p p e a r s  to app ly  h e r e ,  
a l t h o u g h  i t  would be u n l i k e l y  to  be due to  t h e  Binding Theory, s i n c e  t h e  
c a t e g o r y  i n  the t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  is pronominal ,  n o t  anaphor ic ,  and i n  s a n e  
cases, can  even be an r -express ion .  Thus, i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  even i f  t h e  
Binding Theory d o e s  ho ld  o f  ECM movement, i t  a l o n e  cannot  e x p l a i n  the 
l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t s  i n  EDI s t r u c t u r e s ,  which appear  to be l i k e  sub jacency ,  
b u t  which e x i s t  even i n  cases of  no  movement. We r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  i s s u e  
below. 
~t seems clear then that we cannot consider the movement in ECM 
structures in languages like Fijian and Niuean to involve direct movement 
to an object A-position. However, there is one possibility to maintain a 
Raising to Object analysis which we have not yet discussed and that is to 
consider ECM movement to be a two-step process, with first movement to an 
A-bar SPEC2 position, and then a movement from this position to object. We 
will argue against this in a later section. We will now turn to a more 
detailed discussion of the SPEC2 analysis. 
2.5.5 ECM Movement vs Tbpicalization and Left Dislocation 
2.5.5.1 A-bar/A Relations 
While the structures under discussion involve movement to some sort of 
S-initial A-bar position, the exact nature of this movement and position 
remains to be discussed. In particular, is there a difference between the 
position occupied by, or the movement of, an ECM'd element and those of a 
Topicalized or Left-Dislocated element? In most cases of ECM movement, the 
answer appears to be yes. Let us clarify the possibilities for 
A-bar/A-position NP relations. First, it is possible for an operator to 
move to SPEC, and to have a coindexing relation with an NP in a position 
adjoined to CP. This is exemplified in Niuean Ibpicalization. 7 1 
(90) a. [CP mi I f S  I.. .ti.. . J ] ] 
- 
b. Ti fakalata a ia ko ia ni ne ma1615 
then think Abs he Pred him Bnph Nft strong 
"So he thi s it's) him that's the strong one." 
(Sf 2.105a) 75 ( 
c. KO e lup kava haau, ne inu e Sione 
Pred Abs bottle beer your Pst drink Erg Sione 
"Your bottle of beer, Sione drank." ( S f  2.74b) 
Second, it is possible for an NP to move and adjoin to IP, (possibly 
successively) , as in Ehglish Tbpicalization (cf . Baltin ,1978) . 
(91) a. . . . I n ,  HPi [ IP.. . I n ,  ti [ -  . . .ti.. . I  ] 
b. I know that Gill, Sally thinks Adrian likes 
c. Pascal, the angels sing about. 
Third, it is possible for an NP to be base generated in a position 
ad joined to CP, and to be coindexed with an NP (pronoun) in an A-position. 
This is seen in Niuean Left Dislocation. (Note: the pronoun in (92c) is 
not the resumptive pronoun ai as in (97) below (Topicalization), but rather 
- 
71. In some languages, including Niuean, Topicalization involves resurnptive 
pronouns in oblique positions. In this case, the operator might be 
generated in SPEC, or the resurnptive pronoun might be considered a 
spell-out of the trace. 
72. I have changed the gloss here to emphasize that this is not like a 
cleft sentence, involving an further level of embedding, but is rather, 
equivalent to an English topicalized sentence. 
- 116 - 
is  a personal  pronoun.) 
(92) a -  [cp NP, [ [ . . . . p  ronoun ..... ]I CP IP 1 
b. KO e t a g a t a  i a  ne p a k i a ,  k i t i a  nakai e koe a i a ?  
Pred Absman t h a t  Nft i n ju red  s e e  Q Erg you Abs him 
"That in jured  man, d id  you see  him?" (S ,2.77b) 
c.  KO e f i f i n e  i a ,  t o  Zhi a t u  k i  a i a .  
Pred Abs woman t h a t  F'ut v i s i t  Dir2 t o  Pers  her 
"As f o r  t h a t  woman, w e ' l l  go v i s i t  her ." (S, 2.78b) 
A second ins tance  of t h i s  type of r e l a t i o n  is p o s s i b l e ,  bu t  with 
ad junct ion  t o  IP ,  as i n  Moroccan Arabic Lef t  Dis loca t ion  (from Wager,1983 
-- s e e  below i n  t e x t  f o r  d i scuss ion )  . 
b. gal l ihum b e l l i  n a h t ,  ma "(adis y&kha 
s a i d  (3sgm) -to-3pl t h a t  Nazat k g  Fu t-Neg 3sgm-see-3sg f 
f edda  
t m o r  row ( W ,  3.64b) 
"He t o l d  them t h a t  Najat he wasn ' t  going t o  s e e  her  tomorrow." 
c. Muhend, r e i s a t  lenya e l l i  kayb8ih 
Mahand returned-3sgf the-woman t h a t  Cont-3sgm-loves 
"Mohand, t h e  woman t h a t  he loves  re turned ."  ( W ,  3.13a) 
Also poss ib l e  is d i r e c t  movement of an NP t o  an adjoined p o s i t i o n ,  CP. 
This  should be p o s s i b l e ,  s i n c e  no c o n s t r a i n t s  on movement a r e  v i o l a t e d ,  
s i n c e ,  assuming May (forthcoming) (and c f  . Chomsky ,1985) , we cons ider  t h a t  
when a CP node dominates another  of  t h e  same type, t h e  two toge ther  
constitute a single category.73 This, then, would be an option for 
movement in cases of single clause Tbpicalization in Niuean, such as in 
(90) above. 
The question now is, which of the above types of movement, if any, does 
ECM movement correspond to? In all cases, it appears to involve the direct 
movement of, or base generation of an NP to/in an A-bar position hanging 
from CP. We will discuss now some differences that appear between ECM 
movement and Topicalization or Left Dislocation in various languages. (We 
will use "Topicalization" to refer to a movement involving an operator as 
outlined above, since in the languages under discussion, Topicalization 
appears to involve adjunction to CP.) 
In Fijian, it appears there is no operator involved in BCM movement, 
unlike in Ibpicalization, as is seen by the several distinctions between 
73. For Chomsky (1985) and May (forthcoming) the two nodes constitute one in 
cases of adjunction. We do not consider SPEC2 to be an adjoined position, 
since it is a subject, however, we assume that the two CPs constitute a 
single category. This might allow us to circumvent the problem raised by 
our structures for an observation of Kyle Johnson's regarding adjunction. 
He notes that if a we adjoin to a node XP, where XP is a complement, then 
the theta relation between XP and its theta role assigner will be 
obscured. This rules out adjunction to arguments. We allow an ECM verb to 
assign a theta role to a CP, which is a predicate and hence takes a 
subject, but we do not consider the higher CP which dominates the subject 
and the theta marked CP to obscure the theta relations. Possibly, since 
both CPs are there at D-structure (i.e. ours is not a case of adjunction), 
if they consi tute a single category, then the theta role is assigned to the 
category CP at D-structure, and at every level, thus a violation is 
avoided. 
the operation of "Msve Alpha" which characterizes Topicalization, and that 
which characterizes BCM fronting. And in Niuean also, Topicalization 
differs from ECM movement. 
There is evidence in Moroccan Arabic, and Niuean that ECM is not the 
same as embedded Left Dislocation in these languages. By "Left 
Dislocation", we mean an operation whereby an NP is generated in an A-bar 
position which hangs from IP or CP (depending on the language), and is 
coindexed with a pronoun in an A-position. In Berber, on the other hand, 
there appears to be no ECM movement as distinct from Left Dislocation. We 
will review the evidence for a distinction to be made in most languages 
between Tbpicalization or Left Dislocation and what we are calling the BCM 
relation or ECM movement. 
2.5.5.2 l'bpicalization and ECM Movement 
First, we note that Fijian ECM movement differs from Topicalization in 
several ways, as discussed by Gordon. Gordon states that it is possible to 
Topicalize from a clause which has had an NP "raised to object" from it. 
Hence, it appears that ECM movement does not prohibit operator extraction. 
However, it is not possible to "raise to object" from a clause which has 
had an NP "raised to object" from it, as seen below in (94), arguing that 
ECM movement does prohibit ECM movement. An alternative interpretation of 
this last point is that ECM movement is bounded, while Topicalization 
(movement through SPEC) is n o t .  
(94)  *e  a n u i t a k i  Bale  ko Wati me'u v i n a k a t i  
3 s  p s t  expect-prop Ba le  p r o p - a r t  Wati sub- I s  want-prop 
i k o .  mo v o l i a  vua . na motoka t .  
youJsub-2s buy f o r - i e r  a r t  c a r  -1 
'Wati expec ted  me to  want you t o  buy Bale  a c a r . "  (G,77e) 
Ihese c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t r a i t s  f a l l  i n  wi th  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  n o t i o n  of t h e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between movement to CCMP (=SPEC) (Wh movement) and NP-movement 
to A-pos i t ions .  On f i r s t  g l a n c e ,  t h i s  might  l e a d  u s  to an a n a l y s i s  o f  
Ra i s ing  to O b j e c t ,  however, we w i l l  see below t h a t  ECM movement is u n l i k e  
NP movement wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  Case and Chain t h e o r y .  It appears  then  t h a t  
BCM movement is a sort o f  h y b r i d ,  wi th  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  both  Wh and NP 
movement. We can account  f o r  its p r o p e r t i e s  by t h e  movement p o s i t e d  above,  
which w i l l  be f u r t h e r  ana lyzed  below. That is ,  ECM movement is movement to  
an A-bar p o s i t i o n  ( t h u s  account ing  f o r  some of  i ts  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  to be 
d i s c u s s e d  be low) ,  b u t  a t  t h e  same t i m e ,  i t  is movement o f  an  NP, and n o t  o f  
an o p e r a t o r .  I f ,  as we cla imed i n  S e c t i o n  2.2, SPEC is l i m i t e d  to 
operators, t h e n  ECM movement (of an NP) cannot  be  movement t o  SPEC, b u t  
r a t h e r ,  movement t o  a second s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n .  T h i s  also a c c o u n t s  f o r  
t h e  p r o p e r t y  o f  BCM movement mentioned above,  namely t h a t  it d o e s  n o t  
create i s l a n d s  f o r  Wh-movement. 
Gordon d i s c u s s e s  a n o t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  between T o p i c a l i z a t i o n  and "Rais ing 
to O b j e c t " ,  which i n v o l v e s  movement from c o n j u n c t s .  She s tates t h a t  
Ibpicalization is possible from a position in one of a pair of conjuncts, 
only if the parallel position in the other conjunct is coreferential and 
also 'Ibpicalized. This is not the case with ECM movement. 
(95) a. au a vinakati [Timoci [m [ [mokuta t] ka 
- 
Is pst want-prop Timothy sub-2s hit and 
[caqeti Tevita]] 
kick-prop David 
"I want you to hit Timothy and kick David." (G,75b) 
b. au a vinakati [Tevita [mo [ [mokuti Timoci] ka 
1s pst want-prop David sub2s hit-prop Timothy and 
[caqeta - t] ] 
kick 
"I want you to hit Timothy and kick David." (G,75c) 
Ibpicalization obeys the "Across the Board" constraint of Williams(1978) 
in that it is possible to Tbpicalize an object of one conjunct only if 
there is a parallel empty object in the other conjunct. On the other hand, 
ECM movement does not obey this constraint, since it is possible to ECM the 
object of one VP conjunct and not the object of the other. 74  
 his 
difference in behaviour is explainable if we consider that the "Across the 
Board" constraint applies only to operator movement, and that NPs are not 
operators (see Chapter 3). This is in the spirit of Pesetsky(1982) who 
argues that the "Across the Board" constraint applies only to A-bar bound 
elements. Since ECM movement is to an A-bar position, we narrow his 
74. Frantz(1978) reports that this is pssible in Blackfoot EEM. See also 
be low. 
restriction here. The restriction accounts for the following contrast. 7 5 
(96) a. Oliver seems to have been laughed at and to have run away. 
b.*Who was laughed at and ran away? 
c. Who was laughed at and teased? 
ECM movement in Niuean differs from Tbpicali zation in this language in 
that the former, according to Seiter, unlike the latter, is restricted to 
subjects and objects. (Topicalization involves a resumptive pronoun in 
oblique psi tions .) 
(97) a. KO e motu ia, ne pehe a Tale kua lali ke 
Pred Abs island that Pst say Abs Tale Perf try Sbj 
nofo ai 
live there 
"That island Tale said he tried to live on." (S, 2.75b) 
Data from Kipsigas (Jake & Odden,1979) shows that ECM movement is 
bounded. In this, it is different than Raising to Subject, which is not so 
constrained. Kipsigas ECM will be discussed in more detail below, and 
Kipsigas Raising to Subject (which we will argue to involve operator 
movement) will be discussed in Chapter 3. 
75. This possible explanation for the Fijian data is due to a conversation 
with G. Goodall. 
/' \ /  " s f  - / / \ '  (98) a .*0 - m f c  - i :n  [kO-yay Mu:sa [k&t11-In K I p l a q a t ] ]  
1s want 2s 3s  make Musa (S)  3 s  c u t  2s Kiplangat  
"I want t h a t  Musa make Kiplangat  c u t  you." ( J & 0 , 1 8 a )  
\ ^ t  
b. a -&y [ k d - t i s t a '  [a  -mas KIp laga t ]  1 
1s hard  3 -  c o n t i n u e  1s beat Kip langa t  
"It is hard f o r  me to c o n t i n u e  b e a t i n g  Kiplangat ."  ( J&0,43b)  
2.5.5.3 L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  and ECM Movement 
Evidence from o t h e r  languages  informs u s  t h a t  ECM movement is n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  same as L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  i n  embedded c o n t e x t s  i n  t h e s e  
l anguages .  
A g e n e r a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between ECM movement, and Left D i s l o c a t i o n ,  is 
t h a t  the former is s u b j e c t  to  l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t s  ( s e e  below) whereas t h e  
l a t t e r  is n o t .  T h i s  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  f u r t h e r  i n  S e c t i o n  ( 2 . 5 . 6 . 2 ) .  A 
p o s s i b i l i t y  h e r e  would be to  f o r c e  ECM movement to  invo lve  a c t u a l  movement 
(and t h u s  to be s u b j e c t  to  Subjacency)  , whereas L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  w u l d  
i n v o l v e  co index ing .  A problem f o r  a " n e c e s s a r i l y  movement" a n a l y s i s  would 
be how to  r u l e  o u t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  base g e n e r a t i o n  o f  a L e f t  
D i s l o c a t e d  NP under an ECM v e r b  ( i n  a language where it would appear  to  t h e  
l e f t  o f  t h e  complement ize r ) ,  which is coindexed wi th  an  NP which t h e n  cou ld  
c o n c e i v a b l y  be i n d e f i n i t e l y  f a r  away from i t ,  as is p o s s i b l e  i n  L e f t  
D i s l o c a t i o n .  We w i l l  see below t h a t  t h i s  is p e r m i t t e d  i n  Berber ,  and w i l l  
r u l e  i t  o u t  i n  other cases below. 
Wager(1983) d i s c u s s e s  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  Maroccan Arab ic ,  w i t h i n  t h e  
framewrk of Lexical Functional Grammar, which she considers to involve 
'Prolepsisl' (See section 2.5.8 below for a discussion of a prolepsis 
analysis of ECM structures.) .76 Prolepsis is an analysis of non-thematic 
object constructions in which these objects are considered to be 
base-generated in object position and licensed by coindexation with an 
embedded thematic pronoun. We will consider these Moroccan Arabic 
sentences (as (99)) to involve ECM. 77 
(99) a. tsenni tu yzi men leblad 
waited for-lsg-3sg 3sgm-cane from the-village 
"I waited for him to cane Â£ra the village."(W,3.36~) 
b. bffitu ydd i wh lleblad 
want-lsg-3sgm 3pl-take-3sgm to-the-village 
"I want (him) for them to take him to the village." (Wt3.37a) 
c. xeftu yttlagaw mrah 
feared-lsg-3sgm 3pl-meet with-3sg 
"I feared (him) they'd meet him." (W 3.38f) 
d. sebtu $at 
found-lsg-3sgm came-3sgf mother-3sgm 
"I found (him) his mother had come." (W,3.39b) 
Wager points out that there are differences between Left Dislocation in 
Moroccan and what we are considering to be BCM movement. For instance, ECM 
movement is permitted only in certain embedded contexts, i.e. under 
76. I am grateful to bhamed Guerssel for discussing these data with me. 
77. Wager's arguments against an ECM type of analysis are due to the fact 
that ECM movement is different from Left Dislocation, as discussed below 
and in Section (2.5.8.4) . Numbers aÂ ter the examples refer to chapter and 
example number. 
c e r t a i n  m a t r i x  v e r b s .  Verbs such as Â£he "unders tand" ,  ndem " r e g r e t "  nker  
"deny" sekk "doubt",  d o  n o t  allow BCM movement, a l though  t h e y  d o  t a k e  
s e n t e n t i a l  complements. In t h e  case of t h e  l a t t e r  t h r e e  v e r b s ,  t h i s  may be 
d u e  to  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  Case a s s i g n e r s ,  i f  we t a k e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e y  d o  n o t  t a k e  NP o b j e c t s  (M. G u e r s s e l ,  p .c . )  to i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  d o  
n o t  a s s i g n  Case. T h i s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  a r g u e s  t h a t  an ECM moved NP r e q u i r e s  
Case ,  which i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  p r o c e s s  is n o t  t h e  same a s  L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n ,  
s i n c e  h e r e  t h e  d i s l o c a t e d  NP does  n o t  r e q u i r e  Case. 7 8 
(100) a. *fhemtu bell i  ifadi y ~ u f u h  yedda 
understood-lsg-3sgm t h a t  Fut  3pl-see-3sgm tomorrow 
' I  unders tand  (him) t h a t  t h e y  are going to see him 
tomorrow. " (W, 3.66b) 
b . *ndemtu e l l i  m& 
regret ted- lsg-3sgm t h a t  went(3sgm) 
"I r e g r e t t e d  (him) t h a t  he  l e f t . "  (W,3.67b) 
Fur thermore,  the p o s i t i o n  o f  a L e f t  D i s l o c a t e d  NP is d i f f e r e n t  t h a n  t h e  
p o s i t i o n  of an ECM'd NP. In t h e  example below we see t h a t  whi le  ECM 
movement is i m p o s s i b l e ,  embedded L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  is a l l  r i g h t .  
78. We mention h e r e  o n l y  some of  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  which Wager n o t e s  between 
L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  and BCM movement, h e r e .  O t h e r s  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  below i n  
S e c t i o n  (2 .5 .8 .4) .  
(101) a. *ga l l ihum n a c a t  b e l l i  ma & d i g  ysufha  
s a i d  (3sgm) - to-3pl  Nazat t h a t  Neg Fut-Neg 3sgm-see-3sgf 
r e d d a  
tonmorrow. 
"He t o l d  them Najat t h a t  he  w a s n ' t  going t o  see h e r  
tomorrow." ( W ,  3.64a) 
b. g a l l i h u m  b e l l i  n a z a t ,  ma a d i s  ysufha  
s a i d  (3sgm) - to-3pl  t h a t  Nazat Neg Fut -Neg 3sgm-see-3sgf 
edda 
tommor row. 
"He t o l d  them Najat t h a t  he w a s n ' t  going to  see her  
tomorrow." (W,  3.64b) 
There  is ano ther  d i s t i n c t i o n  between L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  and ECM movement, 
found i n  Niuean, which raises q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  o u r  n o t i o n  o f  government. We 
showed above t h a t  i n  Niuean, ECM o c c u r s  o n l y  wi th  - ke-clauses 
( s u b j u n c t i v e s ) .  S e i t e r  shows t h a t  L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  is p o s s i b l e  i n  t e n s e d  
c l a u s e s  embedded under v e r b s  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  s p e a k i n g ,  etc. (as i n  (102) ) 79 
Note t h a t  i n  Niuean,  u n l i k e  Moroccan A r a b i c ,  L e f t  Dis loca ted  items appear  
t o  the l e f t  o f  the complementizer.  This means t h a t  whi le  t h e  d i s l o c a t e d  
e lement  is i n  a p o s i t i o n  to r e c e i v e  ECM, accord ing  to our  d e f i n i t i o n  of 
government,  s i n c e  t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b  is a Case marking v e r b  (wi th  an e r g a t i v e  
s u b j e c t ) ,  i t  d o e s  n o t  r e c e i v e  Case from t h e  m a t r i x  ve rb .  
79. S e i t e r  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h i s  example as T b p i c a l i z a t i o n  r a t h e r  
than L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n ,  b u t  we  c o n s i d e r  t h e  former to  i n v o l v e  g a p s  o r  
resumpt ive  pronouns and t h e  l a t t e r  p e r s o n a l  pronouns i n  t h e  t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n .  Using t h e s e  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  Niuean h a s  both  L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  and 
T top ica l i za t ion .  S e i t e r  r e f e r s  to both  o f  t h e s e  o p e r a t i o n s  as 
" I b p i c a l i  z a t i o n "  . 
(102) a.  Kua tupu hake h e  loto haaku k e  i l o a  
Perf  grow up i n  h e a r t  my Sbj know 
[ [ k o  l a u t o l u  o t i  haha h e  p k o n e i ] ,  k o e 6 m a i  
Pred t h e y  a l l  Pred i n  room t h i s  P r e s  c a n e , P l  
o t i  nT i N ~ U G  a l a u t o l u ]  . 
a l l  Bnph from Niue Abs t h e y  
"It h a s  j u s t  o c c u r r e d  to me t h a t  everyone i n  t h i s  room 
comes from Niue." (S,2.106) 
It seems from t h i s  t h a t  a v e r b  cannot  govern a c r o s s  a node i f  t h i s  node 
is t e n s e d .  That t h i s  is n o t  u n i v e r s a l l y  t h e  case can be s e e n  from t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  i n  Moroccan A r a b i c ,  as seen  above,  B e r b e r ,  and o t h e r  l anguages ,  ECM 
o c c u r s  t o  a n  e lement  f r o n t e d  i n  a t e n s e d  c l a u s e ,  as w e l l  as from t h e  
Hungarian and Engl i sh  d a t a  d i s c u s s e d  above,  where a ve rb  governs  i n t o  t h e  
S p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  o f  a t e n s e d  c l a u s e .  
In Niuean, t h e n ,  a t e n s e d  c l a u s e  a p p e a r s  t o  act as a b a r r i e r  f o r  
government, even though the c l a u s e  is theta-governed and p o s s i b l y  Case 
marked . 80 
Also i n  Niuean, ECMmovement d i f f e r s  from L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  i n  t h a t  t h e  
l a t t e r ,  b u t  n o t  t h e  former i n v o l v e s  a pronoun i n  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  ECM 
movement on t h e  o t h e r  hand,  i n v o l v e s  an empty c a t e g o r y .  In t h i s  way ECM 
movement is l i k e  T o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  Niuean, however, i n  other ways i t  is 
80. K. Hale s u g g e s t s  (p .c  .) t h a t  it  might be t h e  case t h a t  i n  a l l  
l anguages  t h e r e  is a Tense domain b a r r i e r ,  b u t  t h a t  languages  might  d i f f e r  
as t o  whether this is CP o r  IF. Thus, i n  Niuean,  t ensed  CPs a r e  b a r r i e r s ,  
w h i l e  i n  languages  such as Berber  and F i j i a n ,  where ECM o c c u r s  across 
t e n s e d  CPs, the Tense barrier would be IP. 
not, as Tbpicalization is possible from oblique positions from which BGM 
movement is not possible. 
Underscoring the strength of our claim that in the languages discussed 
here, ECM movement is distinct from other the movements associated with 
processes such as Tbpicalization and Left Dislocation is the fact that 
there appear to be same languages in which this is not the case. 
Guerssel(1978) and Shlonsky(1985) discuss Left Dislocation and Clefting in 
Berber, showing the former to involve the base generation of an NP in a 
position external to (adjoined to) CP. (=ST for Guerssel). 81 (see also 
Guerssel,1984) This is seen in (103b) ((103a) shows a simple Berber 
declarative.) That this NP is base generated and not moved is seen by the 
fact that the relation between it and the NP with which it is coindexed can 
be arbitrarily long, and, as seen in ( 1 0 3 ~ ) ~  it does not obey island 
constraints. That the dislocated NP is external to CP is seen by the fact 
that in an embedded context, the Left Dislocated NP appears to the left of 
the complementizer - is, seen in (103d) 
(103) a. issudm Mjhend Tifa i taddart. 
he-kissed Mohamed Tifa in house 
"Mohamed kissed Ti fa in the house. (GI 1) 
b. Muhend issudm Tifa i taddart 
Mohamed he-kissed Tifa in house 
Mohamed he kissed Tifa in the house. (G,la) 
81. I am grateful to M. Guersell for his help with Berber. The examples 
are taken from Guerssel(1978) (=G) and Shlonsky (1985) (=S) . 
c. litub ssen-x uryaz din-t -y -uri -n 
book know-Ism man who-it-3ms-wrote-imp 
"The book, I know the man who wrote it." (S,5c) 
d. Ssenx Tifa is tt issudem Muhend 
I know Tifa that her he-kissed Mahamed 
"I know that Tifa , Mahamed kissed." (G, 2b) 
Shlonsky argues that in an embedded context, a Left Dislocated NP is 
ECM'd by the matrix verb, which therefore must be said to govern into the 
CP-adjoined position. This ECM is seen below in (104). In (104a) we see a 
simple sentence. In (104b), an operator coreferential with tabratt 
"letter" is at D-structure in a Left Dislocated position in the embedded 
clause. It then undergoes extraction from this (lower) CP adjoined 
position to a SPEC position containing - a "that". This process is 
clefting. The pronoun in SPEC must be in the dative Case, as seen by the 
contrast in grmaticality between (104b) and (104c) . Since the Case of 
the embedded theta position associated with tabratt is accusative, and 
since - sll "hear" assigns dative Case, as seen in (104d)) it appears that 
the clefted operator received dative ECM in the position adjoined to CP in 
the lower clause. 
(104) a. sll -x is y -uzn M tabratt gher Fas 
heard-- that 3ms-sent M letter to Fas 
"I heard that M sent a letter to Fez." (S, 24a) 
b.*tabratt ay sll -x is -tt y -uzn M qher Fas 
letter that heard-lms that-it 3ms-sent M to Fas 
'It is the letter, that I heard that M sent it to Fez." 
(S r 24b) 
c.  t a b r a t t  a -mu s l l  -x is -tt y -uzn M gher  Fas  
le t ter  that -Dat  heard-lms t h a t - i t  3ms-sent M to Fas  
I heard  t h a t  M s e n t  a le t ter  to Fez." (S,24c) 
d .  s l l - x  * ( i )  Muhend 
saw-Ims Dat Muhend 
"I heard  Muhend." (S ,25a ,b )  
S i n c e  i n  Berber i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e r e  is no  ECM movement d i s t i n c t  from 
L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n ,  we e x p e c t  none o f  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  on BCM movement 
d i s c u s s e d  above to ho ld .  T h i s  is indeed t h e  case. In B e r b e r ,  t h e r e  a r e  no  
l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t s  on L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n ,  and t h e r e  a r e  likewise n o  
l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t s  on "BGM movement". 
(105) 
z r i - x  Muhend is-ti , i r j i t - x  ec. is -ti t 
-1 
saw-Ims Muhend that -him dream-Ims t h a t h i m  3 f s  
issudm T i f a  eci 
-
k i s s e d  T i f a  
"I saw Mihend t h a t  as f o r  him, I dreamt t h a t  Ti f a  
k i s s e d  him." (S ,21a)  
Both L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  and "ECM movement" u t i l i z e  t h e  same resurnptive 
pronoun s t r a t e g y ;  -pronouns i n  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  e x c e p t  s u b j e c t ,  which is 
n u l l ) .  And "ECM movement" is n o t  r e s t r i c t e d  to occur  o n l y  under c e r t a i n  
v e r b s .  It seems, t h e n ,  t h a t  i n  Berber ,  t h e r e  is no  ECM movement, a l t h o u g h  
t h e r e  is KM. 
We conc lude  t h e n  t h a t  t h e r e  are e s s e n t i a l l y  t h r e e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  
A-bar/A-position r e l a t i o n s  between non-Wh e lements .  F i r s t ,  is t h e  
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  case of  Left D i s l o c a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  base-generat ion of 
an NP i n  an A-bar p o s i t i o n  (from IP  o r  CP, depending on the language)  which 
is coindexed with an NF (pronoun) in an A-position. Characteristically, 
this relation is unbounded and not subject to island constraints. 
Second, there is the possibility of operator movement, involving the 
movement of an operator from SPEC to SPEC, and coindexing this operator 
finally with an NF in an A-bar position, inmediately adjacent to it 
(hanging from CP) . Characteristically this movement is unbounded, but 
subject to Wh-island constraints. 
A third type involves straightforward movement to, or base generation in 
a position dominated by CP, and sister to CP. This appears to be what ECM 
involves, -- an NP in an A-bar position (hanging from CP), which is 
coindexed with a trace (or a pronoun) in an A-position. Ihe problem is: 
What rules out the possibility of unbounded movement up to the point of the 
ECM'd position, or base generation of an NP in this position, with an 
unbounded coindexing relation between this NP and a pronoun? That is, why 
is not either of (106a) or (106b) a possible derivation for the 
ungrammatical Kipsigas sentence (106c) (repeated from above), as it would 
be for a corresponding Berber sentence? 
(106) a. [ . . .EX-v [ 5 CCP.. . tCP LCP . . .t . . . . ] ] ] ] 1 
-1 
b. [...ECM-V [cp NPi ICp. . . [cp.. .pronomi. . . I  1 ] ] 
f f f  " /  I, \ 
c. *O -mOc -i  :n [kO-yay &:sa [k&til-fn ~f~lagat] ] 
1s want 2s 3s make Musa (S) 3s cut 2s Kiplangat 
"I want that Musa make Kiplangat cut you." (J&0,18a) 
Another way o f  p h r a s i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n  is: Why can  n o t  ECM movement 
i n v o l v e  e i t h e r  of t h e  f i r s t  two t y p e s  o f  A-bar r e l a t i o n s :  invo lv ing  an 
o p e r a t o r ,  o r  long-d i s tance  coindexing ( a s  i t  d o e s  i n  B e r b e r ) .  That is, 
essen t ia l ly , - -why  is EEM movement n o t  unbounded? 
To s a y  t h a t  ECMmovement is n o t  unbounded is n o t  q u i t e  correct, s i n c e  i t  
is p o s s i b l e  to move s u c c e s s i v e  c y c l i c a l l y ,  from SPEC2 t o  SPEC2 as seen  i n  
Kips igas  below. 
^ > ' Y  \ \ '  / . \  \ /  \ (107) a .  0 - m e  -i :n [ k e y a y  -In K I p l q a t  [k6-t1l-1n ~u:B"a] 1 
1s want 2s 3s  make 2s Kiplangat  3s c u t  2s Musa 
I want t h a t  Kip langa t  make t h a t  Musa c u t  you." ( J & 0 , 1 6 c )  
Thus,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  two t h i n g s  must be s a i d .  F i r s t ,  t h a t  BCM 
r e l a t i o n ,  whether d e r i v e d  by movement, as i n  Niuean, or base  g e n e r a t i o n  and 
c o i n d e x a t i o n ,  is i n  sane way bounded,82 and second ,  t h a t  t h e r e  are 
d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  ECM r e l a t i o n  between an ECM'd NP and t h e  t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n  w i t h  which it  is coindexed,  and one which e x i s t s  between a Topic  
and i ts  coindexed t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ,  or a L e f t  D i s l o c a t e d  item and i ts  
coindexed theta p o s i t i o n .  
82. We saw sane counterexamples  to t h i s ,  namely movement across Rais ing  to 
S u b j e c t  or C o n t r o l  v e r b s  i n  F i j i a n .  
2.5.6.1 French "avoir" Constructions 
The nature of the BCM'd NP in SPEC2 may be found i n  Ha'ik1s(1985) , and 
Â¥Earaldsen1s(1983) discussions of French. Taraldsen considers sentences 
such as (108a) and Ha'ik considers sentences such as (108a) and (108b). 
(108) a. 
b. 
(Hal k , 
Marie a vu Pierre qui sortai t  du  cinema. 
Marie saw Pierre who l e f t  
'Marie saw Pierre leaving 
Marie a sa f i l l e  qui f a i t  
Marie has her daugher who 
the cinema. 
the cinema. 'I 
l a  vaiselle. 
does the dishes. 
"Marie has her daughter doing the dishes." ( H ,  p.c.1 
considers the (a)  sentence to involve a thematic object, 
(Pierre) , w i t h  control of an embedded P R O . )  For the (b)  structures, we 
consider the complement to be "sa f i l l e  
-- 
receives Case from the verb avoir. The 
c@ f a i t  la  vaiselle" . Sa f i l l e  
-- -- 
structure appears t o  involve a 
relative clause type of structure, however, b a t h  authors argue that 
does not act as an operator. Furthermore, the fronting of the NP sa f i l l e  
-- 
is s t r i c t ly  local. 
(109) *Marie a sa f i l l e  qui Jean s a l t  que lave la vaiselle," 
Marie has her daughter who Jean knows that (she) washes 
the dishes. 
83. Taraldsen's analysis for the (a) sentence is like the analysis of the 
(b) sentence discussed here, and i n  Haik(1985). Perception verbs w i l l  be 
discussed further in 2.5.8. 
Tara ldsen  and Ha'ik c o n s i d e r  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  under t h e  main v e r b  t o  be a 
small c l a u s e ,  wi th  t h e  lower CP a c t i n g  as a p r e d i c a t e ,  p r e d i c a t e d  o f  i ts  
s u b j e c t ,  t h e  NP i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  CP, ( s a  -- f i l l e  i n  (108b) .  
Indeed,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  proposed is t h a t  o f  a s m a l l  c l a u s e  ( c Â £  
S t o w e l l ,  1981) . 
XP b.X=N I c o n s i d e r  Ms. Honey a t r u e  r e v o l u t i o n a r y .  
/ \ 
NP XP c.X=A O l i v e r  cons idered  Fagin  c r u e l .  
Thus, a v e r b  such a s  a v o i r  may t a k e  a s  an argument a CP which is a 
p r o p o s i t i o n  ( s e e  (111))) o r ,  a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  a CP which is a p r e d i c a t e ,  and 
which c o n s e q u e n t l y  must be  p r e d i c a t e d  o f  a s u b j e c t  ( a s  1 0 8 b ) ,  and so, an NP 
must appear  i n  the s u b j e c t  o f  t h i s  CP. 
(Ill) Jean  a que s a  f i l l e  est malade.  
John h a s  that h i s  daughte r  is sick 
( i n  answer t o  a q u e s t i o n  "What's wrong with  John?") 
T h i s  a n a l y s i s  carries o v e r  to t h e  BCM cases which we have been 
d i s c u s s i n g .  One i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n c e  is t h a t  i n  French,  Tara ldsen  and 
Ha'ik a r g u e ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  acts l i k e  an A-posi t ion,  i n  t h a t  movement 
to  it  is s u b j e c t  to t h e  Binding Theory, and hence is p o s s i b l e  o n l y  from 
s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  We saw above t h a t  t h e  ECM'd NP does  n o t  act i n  a l l  ways 
as i f  i n  an  A-posi t ion i n  F i j i a n  and Niuean, s i n c e ,  we claim, the ECM'd NP 
d o e s  n o t  form an A-chain wi th  i ts  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ,  and hence is n o t  s u b j e c t  
to  v a r i o u s  c o n d i t i o n s  on A-chains. (Note t h a t  i n  French also, t h e r e  appear  
to be two Cases in the "chain" (Jean, sa) or (Marie , sa) . ) This becomes 
less problematic when we realize that the subject position of this CP small 
clause is not a position to which a theta role is ever assigned, and hence 
aligns with A-bar positions, and yet, it is a subject position, which 
enters into predication. It wuld seem then there is some ambiguity in the 
nature of this position, which we can call a "quasi A-position", and it is 
reasonable to consider that this ambiguity might be reflected in such 
cross-linguistic variation as we find here. In addition many aspects of 
the behaviour of ECM'd NPs are explained in terms of the ambiguity of the 
position in which they appear. 
2.5.6.2 The SPEC2/Theta-NP Relation 
We consider SPEC2 a base-generated position, rather than a position of 
adjunction through movement, since it functions as the subject of CP. We 
consider the Extended Projection Principle, to require all subject and 
complement positions to be present at all levels. In this way, the ECM 
position differs from the position of Ibpicalized elements, since the 
latter are derived by adjunction rather than base-generation in accordance 
with the Projection Principle. (This will be developed in Chapter 5.) 
ECM'd NPs differ from Left Dislocated ones in most languages, as we saw 
above. The main points here are that there are locality constraints on the 
relation between an ECM'd NP and its coindexed pronoun, which do not exist 
between a Left Dislocated NP and its coindexed pronoun. This locality 
condition would be explained by a theory in which Â£E structures 
necessarily require movement, whereas Left Dislocated structures do not, 
since for the most part the locality condition is the same as Subjacency 
which is generally considered a constraint on movement. 84   ow ever, it 
appears that in sane cases, a movement analysis is not what is indicated. 
In many cases, a pronoun appears in the theta position. 
(112) (Fijian) 
au gadreva na koro levu n i  ko a lako kina 
1s wish art town big Sub 2s pst go to-it 
"I wish you had gone to the city," (G, 72) 
While this might be considered a spell-out of a trace in other cases a 
full NP appears in the theta position, as in Nandi, a Nilo-Saharic language 




amtic6 k ipe : t koke:r (kipe:t) k?t 
I-want Kibet (acc) 3-see Kibet (nom) house (ace) 
"I want Kibet to see the house." (C, 93) 
This too might be considered a spell-out of a trace. In Blackfoot, 
however, Frantz(1978,1979) gives examples where it would seem that movement 
84. See Chomsky (1981,1984,1985) but also Ri zzi (l982b) . 
85. The data required to determine the nature of the "resumptive" pronoun 
is in most cases not available to me. (See Sells,1984 for a detailed 
discussion of resumptive pronouns.) 
86. I am grateful to David Odden for bringing Creider Is work to my 
attention. 
has not taken place a t  a l l .  Frantz(1978) gives Blackfoot examples which 
would appear to  argue against a movement analysis for BGM i n  th is  language 
a t  leas t ,  since the BCM'd element may be a subpart of a plural pronoun, as 
in (114)  or an understood part of an directional element such as "towards 
the speaker". Thus, i n  (115) below, the ECM'd NP is the f i r s t  person which 
appears i n  the embedded clause as an element of the directional morpheme 
meaning "towards the speaker". 8 7 
( 1 1 4 )  kits-iksstak-k-a noxk6wa Axk-alp' taki-o1 s i  
2-want-SL-3 my-son-3 might-work-12(conj) 
"My son wants (you) that  we (me1 and you2) wrk." 
(F,1978, 32) 
/. P / (115) a. iksstaa-wa n-oxko-wa m-&ks -ipooxsap-aapiksist-a 
want-3 my-son-3 3-might-Iward-throw-SH-conj 
-xs i  mi pkon-i 
ball-4 
"My son wants to  throw the ball  to/at me." (F,1978,47) 
/Â / .' b. ni ts-iksstak-k-a n-oxk6-wa m-axks -ipmxsap-aapi k s i  st-a 
l-want-(,trans)-SL-3 my-son-3 3-might-Iward-throw-SH-conj 
-xs i  mi pokon-i 
ball-4 
"My son wants (me) to throw the ball  to/at me." 
(F,1978,48) 
There are also Blackfoot examples where movement does not appear to  have 
taken place in that the BCM'd NP is sti l l  in its original position. 
(116) (Blackfoot) 
a .  p its-iikstaa m-aahks-oyi-hsi noko' s - i k s i  i inai  
I-wanflintrans) 3-gqht-eat-sub my: kid-pl banana (s) 
"I want my k ids  t o  eat  bananas. (F,1979,5) 
87. I am grateful to  Don F'rantz for correspondance regarding Blackfoot. 
b. Nits-iikstata-yi m-aahks-oyi-hsi 
I-wanntrans) -dir-obj-3pl 3-might-eat-sub 
i inai 
banana ( s) 
I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,9 
noko1s-iksi 
my: kid-pl 
Here, in a non-movement analysis, we could consider an empty element to 
be base generated in SPEC, but it is difficult to conceive of a movement 
analysis which wuld account for these data, as Frantz points out. 
Given a number of complicating factors in Blackfoot--principally, that 
it appears to be, in the sense of Hale(1983), a "non-configurational" 
language~it is possible that it does not exemplify ECM in the sense 
discussed here. The cases where no movement seems to be involved, might be 
analyzed as involving the generation of an empty NP in SPEC2 which is 
coindexed to an NP in an embedded clause, and where no violation of 
Condition C (r-expressions must be free) occurs due to some aspect of 
non-configurationality. This analysis wuld be consistent with the ECM 
analysis proposed in this thesis. An alternative however, might be that 
there may be free agreement (and Case assignment?) of a verb with (almost) 
any "embedded" NP. ("almost" because Frantz(1978) states that for at least 
sane speakers an ECM1d NP cannot be coindexed only with an embedded 
possessor.) Frantz(1979) shows that the one overt lexical NP in an EGM 
sentence may show up in a number of positions, so that in (116/117), 
noko's-iksi "my kids" can show up sentence initially, as in (117a), or 
mid-sentence as in (116b) above. In addition, the lexical NP may be 
topicalized in which case it is null in both matrix and embedded clauses, 
and shows up initially, with comma intonation between it and the rest of 
the clause, as in (117b). Aawa Frantz glosses as PRO, describing it as an 
enclitic pronoun.88 last, he considers that it may have "ambivalent" 
status, as in (117c) . 8 9 
(117) 
a. Noko's-iksi nits-iikatata-yi 
my:kid-pl 1-wanqtrans)-dir obj 3pl 
m-aahks-oyi-hs-aawa iinai 
3-Zgh t-eat-sub-PRO (3pl)banana ( s) 
"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,7) 
b. Noko's-iksi , nits-iikstata-y-aawa 
my: kid-pl I-want (trans) -dir-obj-3pl-PRO (3pl) 
m-aahks-oyi-hs iinai 
3-5ght-eat-sub-p~(0 3pl) banana (s) 
"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,8) 
c. Nits-iikstata-yi noko's-iks m-aahks-oyi-hsi 
I-wanqtrans) -dir-0bj-3~1 my: kid51 3-might-eat-sub 
i inai 
banana ( s) 
"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,6) 
It is difficult to surmise what the difference is between the structure 
where the element glossed as PRO appears and where it does not. We can 
speculate that PRO is similar to the controlled element in English control 
88. Frantz refers the reader to Box and Frantz(1979). It is interesting 
that the same element, and the same array of facts as described here, hold 
of Control type sentences also in Blackfoot, as shown in Frantz(1979). 
89. In Frantz(1978) he states that there are no independant diagnostics for 
objecthood or subjecthood here. 
s t r u c t u r e s ,  e x c e p t  wi th  more freedom of  occurance.  On t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  
t h e o r y  o u t l i n e d  above,  we can  f u r t h e r  s p e c u l a t e  t h a t  (116b) i n v o l v e s  t h e  
b a s e  g e n e r a t i o n  o f  an empty NP i n  SPEC2, which is coindexed wi th  a n  
embedded theta-marked l e x i c a l  NP, while  ( 1 1 7 ~ )  i n v o l v e s  t h e  base  g e n e r a t i o n  
o f  a l e x i c a l  NP i n  SPEC2 which is coindexed w i t h  a pronoun i n  t h e  embedded 
c l a u s e .  (117a) , on t h e  o t h e r  hand, might  i n v o l v e  a l e x i c a l  NP i n  SPEC2, 
which h a s  scrambled i n  t h e  m a t r i x  c l a u s e ,  and which is coindexed wi th  a 
d o w n s t a i r s  PRO, whi le  (117b) might invo lve  a focussed  e lement ,  which is 
coindexed wi th  two PRO e l e m e n t s ,  one i n  SPEC2 and one i n  t h e  embedded t h e t a  
p s i  t i o n .  
To some e x t e n t ,  the same type  of d a t a  appear  i n  James Bay Cree also, a s  
d i s c u s s e d  by Jmes ( l97!I1l984)  and by S h r o f e l ( l 9 7 7 )  It a p p a r s  t h a t  i n  
t h i s  l anguage ,  any v e r b  which t a k e s  a s e n t e n t i a l  complement can  be an ECM 
v e r b  i f  i t  is marked wi th  a t r a n s i t i v e  s u f f i x .  T h i s  l e a d s  u s  t o  s u s p e c t  
t h a t  James Bay Cree BCM migh t  be l i k e  t h a t  i n  Berber ,  as d i s c u s s e d  above.  
(118) a. nikiske: l ima:w e: k i  :wa:pamak ca :n 
I know-TransAnim-1-3sg that - I -saw John 
"I know t h a t  i t  was John t h a t  I saw." (J,P.c.) 
b. nikiske:l ima:w c a . n  m a s i n a h k i k a n i l l i w  mi t i sonah t ikohk  
I-know-TransAnim-1- 3sg John h i  s-book on t h e  t a b l e  
e : t e : h t a s t e : l i k  
t h a t  i t  is 
' I  know t h a t  i t ' s  John whose book is on t h e  t a b l e . "  ( J , p . c , )  
90. I am g r a t e f u l  to Debby James f o r  correspondance r e g a r d i n g  James Bay 
Cree. 
b n - c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  l anguages  wi th  ECM are t h e o r e t i c a l l y  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  
s i n c e  i n  many theories o f  n o n - c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l i t y ,  ( c f  .Hale,  1983, 
Kiss , fo r thcoming)  t h e  t h e t a - r o l e  o f  an NP is determined by sane form o f  
c o i n d e x a t i o n  wi th  t h e  t h e t a - r o l e  a s s i g n e r .  Thus,  i f  a v e r b  t a k e s  a 
s e n t e n t i a l  ( t h e t a )  argument,  i t  shou ld  n o t  be f r e e  t o  coindex wi th  an NP t o  
which it does  n o t  a s s i g n  a t h e t a  r o l e ,  as t h i s  would then  ( n e c e s s a r i l y )  be 
ungrammatical ,  s i n c e  t h e  embedded v e r b  and i t s  o t h e r  arguments (which a r e  
n o t  coindexed with t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b )  w u l d  r e c e i v e  no  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  It is 
p o s s i b l e  t h a t  m u l t i p l e  c o i n d e x a t i o n s  are p e r m i t t e d ,  or t h a t  s e n t e n t i a l  
arguments  a r e  l e x i c a l l y  e n t e r e d  i n t o  a c o n f i g u r a t i o n ,  a l though  NP arguments  
are n o t  ." I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  it a p p e a r s  to be t h e  case t h a t  i n  t h e s e  
l anguages  ECM "movement" obeys  the same c o n s t r a i n t s ,  (eg. i n  B l a c k f o o t ,  i t  
must be local) and c o n t r a s t s  w i t h  o t h e r  r u l e s  i n  t h e  same way as i n  t h e  
o t h e r  l anguages  d i s c u s s e d  h e r e .  For t h i s  r e a s o n ,  I assume t h a t  a t  some 
l e v e l  o f  a b s t r a c t i o n  BCM i n  t h e s e  l anguages  is t h e  same as t h e  o t h e r  
l anguages  d i s c u s s e d  h e r e .  It a p p e a r s  t h a t  the correct a n a l y s i s  f o r  E M  i n  
such  l anguages  is t i e d  t o  a f o r m u l a t i o n  of t h e  " c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l i t y  
pa ramete r" ,  and s i n c e  a f u l l  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h i s  is beyond the scope o f  t h i s  
work, we w i l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  t h e  i s s u e  f u r t h e r  h e r e .  
91. T h i s  i d e a  would be s t r e n g t h e n e d  i f  t h e r e  was no  agreement on t h e  v e r b  
which c o u l d  r e p r e s e n t  a s e n t e n t i a l  object, i.e. i f  there was no  pronoun 
which c o u l d  r e p r e s e n t  a s e n t e n c e .  However, D.Frantz (p.c.)  informs me 
that t h i s  is n o t  t h e  case i n  Blackfoo t .  Thus i t  is possible to s a y  a 
s e n t e n c e  which would t r a n s l a t e  as: "I  know it." 
Even if we wanted to consider cases of ECM to necessarily involve 
movement, it is not clear how it would be possible to force the BCM'd NP to 
have moved. In terms of Chomsky(1981) this could be done by the 
Theta-Criterion, which disallows the base-generation of NPs in 
A-positions. The ECM position is not an A-position in all ways, but it 
might be considered to fall under the Theta Criterion by virtue of its 
being a subject. However, we will present data in the following chapter 
that argues that the Theta Criterion is too strong, and that we do want to 
allow the base generation of NPs in non-thematic subject positions provided 
interpretation is possible at LF. This last is the determining factor. 
After all, the essential difference between a Left Dislocated NP and an 
BCM'd subject lies in the fact that a Left Dislocated NP does not enter 
into interpretation at LF in the same way as positions which are present by 
virtue of the Projection Principle. Vow this is formally determined at LF 
is not entirely clear but the facts are intuitively clear. 
Consider that positions which are projected must be interpreted 
according to theta licensing, whereas positions which are not, are 
interpreted in sane other way. The division will thus be between subjects 
and complements, vs all other positions. Further, there are two ways of 
receiving theta licensing. The first is by being in an A-chain which 
includes a theta position. The second is by a form of what we might call 
theta interpretation chain composition by analogy with chain composition 
proposals which have been made for so called parasitic gap structures which 
were first discussed by Taraldsen (1981) and Engdahl(1983) such as (119) . 
(See Chomsky (1985) regarding chain composition. ) 92 
(119) This is a construction that she loathes - t [ 9 [without 
ever haGing wrked on B] 
(120) Chain Cornposit ion (Chomsky ,1985) 
If [C] = (*<it..  ,<n) is the chain of the real gap, and 
[C] = (Pl,. . . ,^m) is the chain of the parasitic 
the "conposed chain" ( [C] , [C] ' ) = ( A i t . .  . , 
is the chain associated with the parasitic gap construction 
and yields its interpretation. 
We propose that a chain which includes no theta position can be licensed 
by virtue of a type of chain conposition, whereby it associates with a 
chain which does contain a theta position, by coindexing. This chain 
canposition differs from the chain canpsition discussed by Chomsky(1985) 
in that the latter takes place at S-structure, whereas BGM chain 
composition appears to take place at LF for purposes of theta licensing of 
projected subject positions. We explore this idea below, and further in 
Chapter 3. 
It has been argued that certain locality constraints must hold in 
parasitic gap constructions such as (119) between the chain containing the 
trace, and the chain containing the parasitic gap. (cf. Aoun & 
Clark,1985, Chomsky,1985, Johnson,forthcoming.) 
92. The similarity between conditions for EGM licensing and parasitic gap 
licensing was pointed out to me by Kyle Johnson. 
Chomsky (1985) and Johnson (forthcoming) , suggest that the head of the 
parasitic gap chain must be antecedent governed by (subjacent to) the tail 
of the chain containing the tracemg3 The chain compsition between the t m  
chains in such structures is for purposes of reference, and not for 
theta-identification, since each chain receives an independant theta role 
in such structures. In ECM structures, on the other hand, the relationship 
is one of theta-identification of the BCM'd NP. And yet the locality 
conditions on ECM structures appear to be essentially the same as those for 
chain composition in parasitic gap structures. Judging by the BCM data 
under discussion, the theta position must be antecedent governed by the 
tail of the chain which requires theta association. There is a constraint 
on the theta-licensing chain composition, however, which does not hold of 
chain composition in parasitic gap constructions. 
Recall that we questioned why it is not possible to E C M  move from a more 
deeply embedded position of Topicalization, Left Dislocation or 
Wh-movement. Movement from these positions wuld have the effect of making 
the BCM relation an unbounded one, which it appears not to be. If we 
consider that the position in which an NP is BCM'd, (which is, as stated 
above, a subject position with respect to predication), then the 
generalization appears to be that an ECMtd NP cannot be related to a 
93. The correct conditions on chain composition for parasitic gaps are 
complex and remain undetermined. See the references above for discussion. 
"genuine" A-bar position. It appears, then that theta-association can take 
place only between a subject and an A-chain, where antecedent government 
holds between the two. !his rules out "long-distance" E C M  relations such 
as in (121a) and (121b). 
(121) a* tCP mi lcp NP lyp V iCP ^ I *t i . . l l l l l l  
b. [ NPi [ Cpi [ .  . . .ti.. .] I] 
We can thus state the theta-licensing chain composition constraints 
informally as follows. 
(122) A chain Cl without a theta position can be theta licensed, 
by LF chain canposition with an A-chain C2, where the tail 
of Cl antecedent governs the head of an A-chain C2. 
2.5.6.3 Extraposition of CP in Fijian 
We turn now to the extraposition in Fijian of the lower CP (to sentence 
final position, as seen in (75,77,78,81b), rather than the CP immediately 
dominating it. This raises some questions. First we note that this 
movement violates the A/A theory of Chomsky(1964), which states that if 
conditions for a rule are met by two nodes, where one node dominates the 
other the rule will apply to the topmost of the two nodes. This can be 
accounted for, if we consider the A/A to be overridden by Case Theory 
requirements. However, this raises further questions. 
The view above presupposes that the ECM'd NP requires direct Case 
marking. Hawever, it is not entirely clear that this should be the case, 
since it is in an A-bar chain which receives independent Case in the 
original theta position. This too, though, is due to the ambiguous status 
of this position. Since it is not in an A-position, it does not form an 
A-chain with the theta position. And since it is the subject of a 
predicate, it can be said to require Case, in the same way as an argument, 
for purposes of Visibility at LF. In most cases, Visibility is required for 
the satisfaction of the Theta-Criterion. Here, however, it appears to be 
required for predication also. Since both are forms of licensing, in terms 
of the Principle of Full Interpretation, this is not an unnatural 
requirement. 
Other points are to be discussed with respect to the extraposition of 
the predicate CP, which separates the subject and predicate. While such 
movement is unusual, it is not without precedent. For instance, in English 
ECM, the BCM'd NP may be separated from the rest of its clause by an adverb 
at the matrix clause level. This is true in small clauses also. 
(123) a. Derrick considers Elena, without a doubt, 
to be a great gardener. 
b. Dean declared Emily, to his credit, the most 
beautiful woman in the world. 
Furthermore, relative clauses may be separated from their heads. 
(124) A donkey arrived, who held a glum view of the world. 
In both of these cases, the separation must be made where it is, due to 
t h e  Case F i l t e r .  Elena,  Rni ly  and - a donkey need Case, and s o  may n o t  be 
e x t r a p o s e d  wi th  the r e s t  o f  t h e  c l a u s e  t h e y  a r e  i n .  
Also concerning t h e  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  o f  CP, t h e r e  is a problem of  
C-command, s i n c e  once  t h e  lower CP h a s  e x t r a p o s e d ,  t h e  f r o n t e d  NP no  longer  
C-commands its t r a c e ,  which h a s  moved wi th  t h e  CP t h a t  c o n t a i n s  i t .  There  
are two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  h e r e .  It is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  takes 
p l a c e  a f t e r  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  i .e .  i n  t h e  PF (phonolog ica l )  p a r t  o f  t h e  
grammar .94 A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  f a l l  under t h e   construction 
E f f e c t " ,  which i n c l u d e s  a number o f  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  which i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  
Binding Theory h o l d s ,  e i t h e r  t o  a pre-movement s t r u c t u r e ,  or to  a s t r u c t u r e  
where the m v e d  e lement  h a s  been r e p l a c e d  i n  i t s  D-s t ruc tu re  p o s i t i o n  a t  LF 
(cf . van Riemsdi j k and Wi l l i ams  1981, B a r s s  ,1984,  Szabo lsc i  , l985a)  . 
These examples are t a k e n  from t h e  handout o f  Fbchemont(1985). 
(125) a. Which p i c t u r e  o f  h imse l f  did John p u t  on t h e  mantel?  
b . * S a t i s f i e d  wi th  J o h n ' s  work u i  ( h e )  w i l l  never  be. 
c .*Te l l  him t h a t  Mary is l e a v i n g  t h o u g h  - s h e  may. 
d .  T h i s  p i c t u r e  o f  h imse l f  is d i f f i c u l t  f o r  - John to look a t .  
Var ious  p r o p o s a l s  have been made to  account  f o r  d a t a  such a s  t h a t  g iven  
above ,  and we w i l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  t h e m  h e r e .  Ra ther ,  we w i l l  n o t e  t h a t  the 
problem posed by our  a n a l y s i s  above wi th  r e s p e c t  to b ind ing  o f  traces is 
94. It is d i f f i c u l t  to d e t e r m i n e  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  view wi th  t h e  d a t a  
a v a i l a b l e .  Hawever, n o t e  t h a t  such a view would n e c e s s i t a t e  t h a t  t h e  Case 
Fil ter  ho ld  a t  PF, s i n c e  o t h e r w i s e ,  t h e  ECM'd NP would be able to e x t r a p o s e  
wi th  t h e  rest of  the c l a u s e .  
p a r t  of  a l a r g e r  and more g e n e r a l  problem r e f e r r e d  t o  
F i n a l l y ,  we n o t e ,  a s  d i d  Garden, Gordon, & Munro(1982 
e x i s t s  f o r  a Raising t o  Object  a n a l y s i s  of  F i j i a n  ECM 
SPEC2 a n a l y s i s .  
a s  r econs t ruc t ion .  
1 ,  t h a t  t h i s  problem 
, a s  wel l  a s  f o r  our  
2.5.6.4 ECM Analys i s -â ‚¬onclus i  
The a n a l y s i s  proposed above can account f o r  t h e  arguments provided by 
Gordon f o r  a Raising to Object  a n a l y s i s .  !he word o rde r  is expla ined  by 
f r o n t i n g  and e x t r a p o s i t i o n .  ihe agreement between t h e  verb and t h e  f ron t ed  
NP,  shown aga in  below is accounted f o r  by d e f i n i n g  agreement n o t  on 
'objecthood" b u t  r a t h e r ,  on Case assignment.  9 5 
(126) a. ko a tukuni  Mere n i  ' u  a mokuta t .  ( G I  69c) 
- - 
2s  pst say-prop Mere sub-1s pst h i t  
"You s a i d  I h i t  Mary. " 
b. k o  a tukuna n i ' u  a mokuti Mere. (G. 69c) 
2 s  pst s ay  sub-Is  p s t  hi t -prop Mere 
''You s a i d  I h i t  Mary." 
(127) F i j  ian Agreement : A v e r b  ag rees  i n  Properness  with a l e x i c a l  
NP i t  a s s i g n s  Case t o  (where pronouns and 
Proper  names a r e  [+Prope r ] ) .  
The succes s ive  r a i s i n g s  can be accounted f o r  a l s o  by a SPEC2 to  SPBC2 
movement, s i m i l a r  to CCMP t o  COMP movement. 
95. Pawley(1984) a rgues  t h a t  "proper agreement" i s  i n  f a c t  a 3rd person 
agreement marker. 
Gordon 's  f i n a l  argument concerns  P a s s i v i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  f r o n t e d  NP. She 
p r o v i d e s  e l i c i t e d  d a t a  such as i n  ( 1 2 8 ) .  
(128) a. au a tukun i  n i ' u  a m k u t i  Msre (G,70) 
1s p s t  say-Pass sub- I s  ?st h i t - p r o p  Mere 
"I  was s a i d  to  have h i t  Mary." 
b. e r a  a v i n a k a t i  n a  gone m e  m k u t a  ko &re. (G)  9 6 
3 p l  p s t  want-Pass a r t  c h i l d  sub  h i t  p r o p - a r t  Mere 
"The c h i l d r e n  a r e  wanted f o r  Mary to  h i t . "  
While t h i s  d a t a  is c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i n  t h a t  n o t  a l l  s p e a k e r s  a c c e p t  such 
s e n t e n c e s  (see Note a b o v e ) ,  b u t  also see comments on Standard Arab ic  and 
Niuean below), it is c l e a r  t h a t  P a s s i v i z a t i o n  of t h e  f r o n t e d  NP would n o t  
v i o l a t e  c o n d i t i o n s  on movement such as Subjacency,  nor c o n d i t i o n s  on 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  such as Binding Theory A. These c o n s t r u c t i o n s  d o  r a i s e  
q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  c h a i n s ,  and s o - c a l l e d  "improper movement" ( i  . e .  
movement between A and A-bar p o s i t i o n s )  and t h e  s t a t u s  o f  v a r i a b l e s  (A-bar 
bound traces) as r -express ions ,  f o r  t h e  cases o f  ECM which d o  i n v o l v e  
movement, such as Niuean, and same F i j i a n  s e n t e n c e s  such as ( 1 2 8 ) ~  (the 
o r i g i n a l  trace i n  a s e n t e n c e  such as (128) is A-bound by the m a t r i x  s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  which shou ld  r e s u l t  i n  ungrammat ica l i ty  accord ing  to Binding 
Theory C, which states t h a t  r -express ions ,  which i n c l u d e s  v a r i a b l e s ,  must 
be A-free) . We w i l l  a d d r e s s  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  i n  Chapter 3 and 5. 
96. T h i s  example is taken  from the handout ,  and n o t  t h e  m s .  o f  
Gordon (1980) 
It seems then ,  t h a t  t h e r e  is an a n a l y s i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  u s  t o  exp la in  t h e  
F i j i a n  d a t a ,  which is c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  P ro j ec t ion  P r inc ip l e .  We w i l l  
now examine sane o the r  p o s s i b l e  ana lyses .  
2 .5 .7  Object ions t o  I n d i r e c t  Raising t o  Obect 
2.5.7.1 The Two-step Analysis  
S ince ,  a s  we have seen ,  the  ECM'd NP a c t s  a s  an o b j e c t ,  and s i n c e ,  a s  we 
have also seen ,  t h e  t r a c e  it binds a c t s  i n  sane ways a s  a A-bar bound 
t r a c e ,  a proponent of a Raising t o  Object a n a l y s i s  might want t o  argue f o r  
a two-step a n a l y s i s ,  i n  which t h e  NP moves f i r s t  t o  an A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  t hus  
A-bar binding its t r a c e ;  and then subsequent ly moves t o  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  
t h u s  behaving as an o b j e c t .  This  two-step a n a l y s i s  is schematized below. 
QJr f i r s t  ob j ec t ion  t o  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  would be t h a t  i t  v i o l a t e s  t he  
P ro j ec t ion  P r i n c i p l e ,  bu t  we a r e  t e s t i n g  t h e  empir ica l  adequacy of  t h i s  
p r i n c i p l e ,  and so cannot appea l  to i t .  Even so, t h e r e  a r e  arguments 
a g a i n s t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  i n  ( 1 2 9 ) .  The f i r s t  is simply t h a t  i t  involves  an 
unnecessary  s t e p .  S i n c e ,  a s  we have s e e n ,  t h e r e  is ev idence  f o r  government 
and Case-assignment i n t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  of a complement, t h e  f i r s t  
movement i n  (129) a l o n e  w i l l  a c h i e v e  t h e  ECM e f f e c t .  Alsol  t h e  movement 
from t h e  A-bar p o s i t i o n  to  t h e  object p o s i t i o n  might  be cons idered  t o  
i n v o l v e  "improper movement" ( b u t  see Chapter 3 and 5) . In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  
is an  e m p i r i c a l  argument a g a i n s t  t h e  two-step a n a l y s i s ,  which shows t h a t  we 
d o n ' t  want t h e r e  t o  be a p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  any p o s i t i o n  other t h a n  t h e  one 
A-bar, SPEC2 p o s i t i o n  to  be involved i n  E M l  and t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  t h e  
P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  shou ld  be m a i n t a i n e d ,  i n  o r d e r  to  r u l e  o u t  t h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y .  
2.5.7.2 Kips igas  Data 
The argument i n v o l v e s  Kips igas  , an AÂ r i c a n  (Ni lo-Sahar ic)  language.  9 7 
K i p s i g a s  is a n u l l - s u b j e c t ,  and n u l l - o b j e c t  language i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  o n l y  
s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  agreement morphemes (cli t ics on t h e  v e r b )  appear  i n  case 
t h e  s u b j e c t  and object are pronominal.  The word o r d e r  is e i t h e r  VOS or 
VSO, and t h e r e  is a special s u b j e c t  marking t o n e  ( S ) ,  which a p p e a r s  on t h e  
s u b j e c t  u n l e s s  it h a s  been moved to t h e  l e f t  of t h e  v e r b  by 
97. The d a t a  h e r e  is e x c l u s i v e l y  from J a k e  & Olden(1979) ,  as i n d i c a t e d  i n  
p a r e n t h e s e s  a f t e r  each example. I have also b e n e f i t e d  from read ing  
Creider( l .979)  on Nandi, a language c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  to Kips igas .  I wish to 
thank David Cdden f o r  h e l p f u l  cor respondance ,  and Guy Garden f o r  o r i g i n a l l y  
informing m e  of the r e l e v a n c e  of Kips igas  to my work. 
Tbpicalization. These points are illustrated i n  (130) below. 98 
\ 1 \ 'Â NÃˆ  \ (130) a .  k i t 1 1  ~u:sa KIplanat / kat i l  KIplanat Mu:sa 
cut M. K. (S) (S 
. . 
"Kiplangat cut ~ u s a  .'I ( J & O ,  5.d) 
b. ka' -tll-an 
pst 3s cut lsg,obj 
"He cut me.'' (J&O1 3 
c .  (Topicaliza,tion of Subject), 
~ f~ l&-$ t  kO- ks- t f l  pe :nd0 
K. top-past-cut meat 
"Kiplangat cut the meat ." (J&O1 6a) 
There are many BCM verbs i n  Kipsigas, some of which are shown i n  (131). 
(131) Kipsigas ECM verbs 
-- 
-mat " ~ a n t " ~  -yay "make", -ri  :p "watch". . . (Jake & aden)  
It appears that the basic structure of Kipsigas is like that proposed for 
Hungarian by Kiss(forthcaning), that is: Verb i n i t i a l ,  w i t h  both subject 
and object properly governed by the verb, and w i t h  free wrd order for 
subject and object, unless the object is a clause, when i t  seems always t o  
occur finally. We assume scrambling to be a process of adjunction (cf .  
Itoss11967, Saito11985 and references therein).  
The verbs in (131) take complements w i t h  an i n i t i a l  agreement marker 
---------- 
98. I use capital vowels i n  place of Jake and Cdden's 2 ,  l , ? ,  and .^ 
from t h e  embedded series, and an o p t i o n a l  complement izer ,  ole. 99 
-
/ 4 / \ ^  (132) m e e  rti:sa [ k O - L p &  KIp laqa t ]  
wants  M. (S) 3 s  run  K. (S) 
"Musa wants t h a t  Kiplangat  run."  ( J & O ,  7.a)  
In K i p s i g a s ,  l i k e  Niuean and F i j i a n ,  ECM i n v o l v e s  a d i s p l a c e d  NP, and i t  
c a n  o c c u r  t o  e i t h e r  s u b j e c t  o r  object (and c e r t a i n  i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  such as 
b e n e f a c t i v e s  and i n s t r u m e n t a l ,  which are n o t  p r e p o s i t i o n a l ) .  Example (133) 
shows ECM to  s u b j e c t  and to  object. Note t h e r e  is agreement on bo th  t h e  
lower and the h i g h e r  v e r b ,  i f  t h e  ECM'd NP is non- th i rd  p e r s o n ,  as i n  
(133c) , and t h a t  t h e  ECM'd NP, i f  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  i s  
r e f l e x i v i z e d .  Note also t h a t  i n  Kips igas ,  i t  is possible f o r  o n l y  t h e  CP, 
(as i n  F i j i a n )  or the e n t i r e  c l a u s e ,  i n c l u d i n g  SPBC2 t o  appear  s e n t e n c e  
f i n a l l y .  T h i s  is accounted f o r  i f  Kips igas  is a f l a t - s t r u c t u r e  l anguage ,  
which does  
(133) a. 
n o t  r e q u i r e  a d j a c e n c y  f o r  Case ass ignment .  
' ^ /  
rn&e &:&I ~i~lai)at [kO-lapat - t ]  
wants  M (S) K. 3s-run 
(no te :Musaand  KIp lana t  can be i n  e i t h e r  o r d e r )  
"Musa wants Kip langa t  t o  run ." ( J & O ,  7.b) 
[ECM TO SUBJECT] 
/ \ f \  f \ ^ ^ \ \  
mdce Mu:sa pe:ndO [kO ti1 KIplanat  - t] 
wants  M. ( S )  meat 3 s  c u t  K. (S) 
(note:Mi-isa and pe:ndO c a n  be i n  e i t h e r  o r d e r )  
"MJsa wants  t h e  meat to be c u t  by Kiplangat ."  ( J & O 1 l l . b )  
99. The embedded series markers  are: a "Is", i "2s",  kO 3 ,  kE " l p " ,  and - 0
'2p".  According t o  J a k e  & a d e n  (1979) the c 6 p l e m e n t i z e r  s a p p e a r  ance 
depends  on t h e  n a t u r e  o f  the h i g h e r  v e r b ,  and " i t ' s  presence  o r  absence 
d o e s  n o t  a f f e c t  the a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  r a i s i n g  r u l e s . "  ( J&O,p . l34) .  
[ECM TO CBJECT] 
' 1 '  / ' 
m b 6 : n  Mu:sa [ a  -1apat - t ]  
wants-1% . Cbj M. Is. Sub-run 
"MJsa wants me to  run." (J&O, 8b) 
.' / \ \ ., /" 
0 -mOkcIni-kE [ a  -1apat - t ]  
1 s . S u b w a n t  r e f l e x  1 s . S u b r u n  
"I want myself  t o  run ." ( J & O ,  9b) 
ECM movement i n  Kips igas  obeys  t h e  b u n d e d n e s s  c o n s t r a i n t s  on ECM 
movement d i s c u s s e d  above. Thus,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  BGM'd NP and its 
t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  may n o t  c r o s s  an  i n t e r v e n i n g  c l a u s e .  Th is  r e l a t i o n  is, 
however, a b l e  t o  e x i s t  between two SPEC2 p o s i t i o n s .  An example of t h i s  




' < "  \. ' f ^ \  0 - m e  -i:n  [kO -yay -In K I p l q a t  
1s .-want-2s, Cbj 3 s  .-make-2CCbj Kip langa t  (S) 
^ / / 
t [kO -til In 
- Mu:sa t I ]  
3s.-cut-2,s Obj m s a -  
"I want that Kip langa t  make t h a t  Musa c u t  you." 
(J&0,16.c)  
(134) is ungrammatical  wi thou t  t h e  object agreement 
In on y a ~  "make" 
-
That  (134) i n v o l v e s  r e l a t i o n s  as i n  (135a) r a t h e r  t h a n  as i n  (135b) is 
de te rmined  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  (134) is ungrammatical  wi thou t  the o b j e c t  
agreement In on the i n t e r v e n i n g  v e r b  yay. Tha t  is, "you",  t h e  t h e m a t i c  
- -
object of t h e  lowes t  c l a u s e ,  may n o t  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  NP which acts as t h e  
object of  t h e  h i g h e s t  c l a u s e  w i t h o u t  being s i m i l a r l y  r e l a t e d  to  the ( n u l l )  
NP which acts as the o b j e c t  of t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  ve rb .  
There  is one major d i f f e r e n c e  between F i j i a n  and Kips igas ,  however, and 
t h a t  is t h a t  i n  Kips igas ,  Movement to S u b j e c t  is p o s s i b l e  from object 
p o s i t i o n ,  as w e l l  as ECM movement. (Recall t h a t  F i j i a n  Rais ing to S u b j e c t  
is l i k e  Engl i sh )  . loo In (136) we s e e  t h a t  panyE:k, "meats",  t h e  t h e m a t i c  
o b j e c t  o f  ti1 "cu t" ,  a c t s  as t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t E s t a  "con t inue" .  (We w i l l  
-
d i s c u s s  Movement t o  S u b j e c t  i n  Kips igas  i n  more d e t a i l  i n  t h e  n e x t  c h a p t e r ,  
and h e r e  w i l l  s imply n o t e  t h a t  it does  n o t  i n  f a c t  i n v o l v e  a c h a i n  
i n c l u d i n g  the s u b j e c t  NP, and traces down to  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ,  b u t  
r a t h e r ,  is more l i k e  Ehql i sh  Ibugh Movement, invo lv ing  o p e r a t o r  movement 
i n t o  SPEC, and co index ing  w i t h  a l e x i c a l  s u b j e c t . )  
' \ . '  (136) ka' -t&ta & ~ : k  [ k 6  ti1 Mu:sa t]  
p a s t - c o n t i n u e  meats (S) 3 s  .Sub-cut ~ u s a  
"Musa c o n t i n u e d  to  c u t  the meats" ( J & O ,  32.c) 
Nan-thematic s u b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  Kips igas  d i f f e r  from ECM 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  however, i n  a number o f  ways. Che c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  is 
t h a t  i n  t h e  former i t  is n o t  n e c e s s a r y  ( though  i t  is p o s s i b l e )  f o r  t h e  
h i g h e s t  s u b j e c t  NP to  be r e l a t e d  t o  an NP a c t i n g  as s u b j e c t  o f  an 
i n t e r m e d i a t e  c l a u s e .  We saw above t h a t  t h i s  is r e q u i r e d  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  ECM 
---------- 
100.  Niuean Mavement t o  S u b j e c t  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  Chapter 3 .  
movement, due to  the locality condition discussed above. 
(137) a.  (successive raising) / 
k -E: - t&ta pro - [i: - -nyOlu ec 
past 2s. Sub-cont inue 2s .  sub-necessary [c -t A - t k - ec] 1 
2s. Sub-cut meats 
" I t  continued to be necessary for you to cut the meats." 
("You continued t o  be necessary t o  cut the meats") 
(J&O, 37c) 
b . (long-distance) , \ j 
k -a: -tEsta [ k O  -nyOlu 
3. Sub-necessary past-Is .%b-continue , , 
[ k o '  - m a s  41 KIplanat (ec 
3s. sub-beat- lc~b j Kiplangat (s) 
" I t  continued for i t  to  be necessary for Kiplangat 
t o  beat me." 
(' 'I continued for i t  to be necessary for Kiplangat 
to  beat. 'I) ( J&O,  4 3a) 
In (137a) we see that "you" (pro) - appears as subject of the highest 
clause. It is coindexed also w i t h  the ( n u l l )  NP appearing i n  subject 
position of the intermediate clause, as we see by the fact that the 
intermediate verb exhibits 2nd person singular agreement. In (137b) , it 
also acts  as  subject of the highest clause, but i n  t h i s  case it is not 
coreferential w i t h  the subject of the intermediate clause, as we can see by 
the fact that the intermediate verb exhibits 3rd person singular (unmarked) 
agreement. Hence, i n  t h i s  clause, the subject ec is interpreted as an 
- 
expletive. Bar the manent, l e t  u s  assume (it w i l l  be argued for in Chapter 
3) that the relation between the most deeply embedded theta-position and 
the matrix subject shown i n  (137) is like ECM movement i n  so far  as i t  
moves f i r s t  to  an A-bar p o s i t i o n .  (We w i l l  r e f i n e  t h i s  i n  Chapter 3, 
showing t h a t ,  u n l i k e  BZM movement, Kips igas  Movement to  S u b j e c t  i n v o l v e s  
the movement o f  an  empty o p e r a t o r  s u c c e s s i v e l y  from SPEC t o  SPEC--as 
opposed t o  SPEC2-- and t h a t  t h e  empty o p e r a t o r  is coindexed wi th  t h e  t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n  NP, and wi th  t h e  h i g h e s t  s u b j e c t  NP, s i m i l a r l y  to Engl i sh  "Tough 
Movement".) T h i s  is n e c e s s a r y ,  s i n c e  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  does  n o t  obey Binding 
Theory, and i t  l e a v e s  a Case marked t r a c e .  Under t h i s  assumption t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  n o n - t h e m a t i c  s u b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and t h e  ECM 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  are e x p l a i n e d .  The former can be of  t h e  form o f  (138a) o r  
( 1 3 8 b ) ,  where the connected l i n e s  show c o r e f e r e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  
Under our  a n a l y s i s  o f  EGM movement, n o t e  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  (138b) would 
be, as d e s i r e d ,  imposs ib le  f o r  ECM, t h a t  is, ECM cannot  " sk ip"  a c l a u s e .  
T h i s  is because  there is no object p o s i t i o n  t h a t  a NP can be i n ,  o t h e r  t h a n  
the SPBC2 p o s i t i o n  i t s e l f .  While t h e  r e l a t i o n  between NPs and o p e r a t o r s  i n  
a non-thematic s u b j e c t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  h a s  t h e  o p t i o n  of being from SPEC to 
SPEC or frcm SPEC t o  ( i n t e r m e d i a t e )  s u b j e c t  to  SPEC to  m a t r i x  s u b j e c t ,  ECM 
movement h a s  o n l y  t h e  former  o p t i o n  (wi th  SPEC r e p l a c e d  by SPEC2 i n  t h i s  
case). And by t a k i n g  t h i s  o p t i o n  (the o n l y  o n e ) ,  i t  is f o r c e d  to act as 
t h e  object of t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  c l a u s e ,  s i n c e  by being i n  SPEC2 p o s i t i o n ,  i t  
is, by definition, governed and Case-marked by the intermediate verb. 
The Kipsigas facts then, involving differences between "Raising to 
Subject" and ECM constructions, argue that a two-step analysis for ECM 
movement should be ruled out in principle. Since the Projection Principle 
would rule out this option, these data argue in favour of this Principle. 
We have used Movement to Subject constructions in Kipsigas to argue in 
favour of a principle ruling out non-thematic complement position. We have 
not, however, analyzed these constructions in any detail. This will be 
undertaken in the next chapter. 
2.5.8 Objections to "Prolepsis" 
2.5.8.1 Introduction 
There is one final possible alternative to our ECM analysis which must 
be discussed. This is an analysis in which we consider the constructions 
to involve the base-generation of an NP in a (non-thematic) object 
position, with an obligatory coreferential relation between such an NP and 
sane argument of the lower clause. This analysis would involve the 
postulation of a process distinct from Raising, and from E M  movement, 
which would bear some resemblance to (although it would also be distinct 
from) the phencanenon of Control. Fbllowing tradition, we will call this 
process Prolepsis. 
This  move g a i n s  s a n e  i n i t i a l  s u p p o r t  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  many 
languages ,  a s  we have s e e n  above BCM movement d o e s  n o t  i n  f a c t  n e c e s s a r i l y  
i n v o l v e  movement, b u t  p o s s i b l y  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a base -genera ted  NP 
and a pronoun. It w i l l  be r e c a l l e d  t h a t  F i j i a n  ECM to non-sub jec t s  and 
non-ob jec t s  i n v o l v e s  a pronoun i n  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ,  and t h a t  Kips igas  
examples are ambiguous between a pronoun and a A-bar t r a c e  a n a l y s i s .  The 
r e l e v a n t  d a t a  is r e p e a t e d  below. 
(139) F i j i a n  
- - 
a au gadreva  n a  koro l e v u i  n i  ko a l a k o  k ina i .  
- -
Is wish a r t  town b i g  s u b  2s p s t  g o  to-it 
" I  wish you had gone to t h e  c i t y . "  (G I  72) 
[ECM to INDIRECT OBJECT] 
b. e v i n a k a t i  T e v i t a .  ko 
1 
Bale  me'u l a k o  kayai. 
3 s  want-prop T. p rop-a r t  B. sub- I s  g o  with-him 
"Bale wants  me t o  g o  w i t h  Ttevita." (G, 73) 
[Em to  CBLIQUE] 
c. au namaki Ba le i  n i  damudamu n a  nonai boto. 
1s expect-prop B sub-3s r e d  a r t  h e r  b o a t  
' I  e x p e c t  Bale  I s  boat t o  be red."  (G, 74) 
[ECM to POSSESSOR] 
d .  e a v i n a k a t a n a  t a g a n e .  ko b k r e m e ' u m o k u t i  koya.  
-
3s  pst want a r t  man lprop-art M.sub-1s h i t - p r o p  h i m  
'Mary wanted m e  t o  h i t  t h e  man." ( G I  78) 
[ECM t o  OBJECT] 
(140) Kipsi  as \ ,  -- ' \  
m e &  :sa pro [ k d  - t l l - a n  KIp lana t  e c ]  
want-1s .Cbj Musa (S)  3s  .sub-cut-1s . o b j ~ i p l a n a t  
"Musa wants  t h a t  Kip lanqa t  c u t  me" (Jfi012b) 
We a r e  c la iming  t h a t  t h e  base-generated NP i n  t h e s e  pronoun cases is i n  
a SPEC2 p o s i t i o n  (and t h a t  i n  o t h e r  c a s e s ,  t h e  NP moves t o  t h i s  p o s i t i o n )  . 
Hawever, we might  a s k  i f  i t  cou ld  be t h e  case t h a t  i t  is i n  object 
p o s i t i o n .  Such an a n a l y s i s  would n o t  r a i s e  problems f o r  Binding Theory 
( s i n c e  no  anaphors  are invo lved)  nor  f o r  Case t h e o r y  ( s i n c e  no c h a i n  is 
i n v o l v e d ) .  Nor need it c a u s e  problems f o r  t h e  Kips igas  d a t a  d i s c u s s e d  
above,  s i n c e  we might  s imply impose a l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t  on t h e  P r o l e p s i s  
r e l a t i o n  to account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  may n o t  cross a c l a u s e ,  and may 
n o t  e x i s t  between an  NP and a n  o p e r a t o r .  There a r e ,  however, o t h e r  
problems w i t h  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  Che of t h e  main o n e s  is t h a t  i n  some ECM 
cases, we c l e a r l y  d o  want t o  posit movement, and we have a l r e a d y  s e e n  t h a t  
t h i s  movement cannot  be to o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  Thus, we would have to now 
c o n s i d e r  what we are c a l l i n g  " E W  i n  F i j i a n  to  sometimes i n v o l v e  movement 
t o  SPEC2, w i t h  government and Case marking o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  and sometimes 
" P ~ o l e p s i s ~ ,  w i t h  a base-generated NP i n  a non-thematic object p o s i t i o n .  
Also, we would need t o  posit one o p e r a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  movement i n  Niuean, 
and a n o t h e r  which d o e s  n o t  i n v o l v e  movement, i n  Blackfoo t .  S ince  the two 
t y p e s  of c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  v e r y  similar,  t h i s  seems u n d e s i r a b l e .  
2.5.8.2 Higgins '  (1981) P r o l e p s i s  A n a l y s i s  
Higgins  (1981) a r g u e s  i n  a thought-provoking manner f o r  a p r o l e p s i  s 
a n a l y s i s  f o r  c e r t a i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  Z a c a p a x t l a  Nahuat. 
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The cons t ruc t ions  analyzed a s  p r o l e p t i c  a r e  given below, where t h e  ( a )  
sen tences  involve p r o l e p s i s  and t h e  (b )  sen tences  do not .  Higgins does no t  
provide  a g l o s s  f o r  t he  morpheme - ke ,  bu t  he r e f e r s  t o  i t  a s  a 
subor d ina to r "  i n  t h e  t e x t  (Higgins , 1 9 8 1 , ~ .  77) . 10 2 
(141) a. nimickaki (ke) t iwa: lah 
1s-2s-hear -Pres 2s-cane-Pre t 
"I hear  t h a t  you came." ( H I  10) 
b.  n ikak i  ( k e )  t iwas lah  
1s-3s-hear-Pres 2s-come-Pret (H , 4 )  
(142) a. n i k i : n i t a k  kihekohkeh tahto:skeh mehika :noh 
1s-3p-see-Pret 3-3s-try-Pret-P 3-speak-Fut-P Nahuat. 
"I  saw them t r y i n g  t o  speak Nahuat . I '  (H,12) 
b. n i k i t a k  kihe kohkeh tahto:skeh mehi ka :noh 
1s-3s-see-Pret 3-3s-try-Pre t-P 3-speak-Fut-P Nahuat . 
"I saw them t r y i n g  t o  speak t ehua t  .'I (HI 7)  
Higgins cons ide r s  however, t h a t  p r o l e p s i s  does no t  involve an o b l i g a t o r y  
coindexing r e l a t i o n  between the  mat r ix  o b j e c t  and an embedded argument. 
101. Higgins also d i s c u s s e s  cons t ruc t ions  with what he calls "a form of 
sane th ing  resembling t o p i c a l i z a t i o n "  i n  t h e  lower c l ause  
(Higgins11981,p.69).  Unfor tuna te ly ,  he is unable t o  determine from h i s  
d a t a  i f  t h e  f ronted  NP a c t s  i n  any way a s  an argument of t h e  mat r ix  verb.  
Since t h e  ve rb  does n o t  ag ree  with t h e  f ronted  NP, it  would appear t h a t  the  
s t r u c t u r e s  involve embedded t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  or Lef t  Dislocat ion without ECM, 
and it would be i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  see, i f  t h e  f ron ted  NPs a r e  governed by the  
ve rb ,  why ECM is p roh ib i t ed .  An example s t r u c t u r e  is: "nikayik i :n  ta ;kah 
(ke)  wa :lahkeh/ls-3s-hear-Pret man-Pi ( t h a t )  3-come-Pret-P "I heard t h a t  
t h e  men came". 
102. Higgins g ives  Spanish and English t r a n s l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  Z a c a p a x t l a  
Nahuat sen tences ,  bu t  I provide  only  t h e  English ones.  
Rather ,  h e  t h i n k s  t h a t :  
"he  most g e n e r a l  a n a l y s i s  of p r o l e p s i s  ... need invoke no 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l  r u l e  and need impose no  c o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  
r e q u i n n e n t .  Indeed to t a k e  e i t h e r  p a t h  would s u r e l y  be to 
take t h e  p a t h  o f  e r r o r .  The v e r b  is al lowed t o  t a k e  an 
object noun p h r a s e  i n  a d d i t i o n  to t h e  complement c l a u s e ,  
and t h e  i n t e r e s t  of t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  s h i f t s  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
o f  what semant ic  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t  o b j e c t  c o n t r a c t s  wi th  
t h e  v e r b .  Achieving p r o l e p t i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  mere ly  r e q u i r e s  
t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  NP to  t h e  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  f rame,  pe rhaps  
by a l e x i c a l  redundancy r u l e  keyed to  same semant ic  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ." (Higg ins ,  1 9 8 1 , ~ .  73) 
As Higgins  s u g g e s t s ,  p o s s i b l e  Engl ish  examples o f  p r o l e p s i s  might  be 
s e n t e n c e s  l i k e  t h o s e  f o l l o w i n g .  
(143) a.  C a t h e r i n e  saw t h e  nuns do ing  yoga. 
b. Barbara  heard  Geof f rey  and A v r i l  s i n g i n g .  
For Higg ins ,  t h e  i s s u e  o f  prolepsis is n o t  entwined wi th  the n o t i o n  o f  
t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e .  Thus, f o r  him, non-thematic o b j e c t s  may be 
g e n e r a t e d .  At i s s u e  is whether the r e l a t i o n  between t h e  object and an  
argument o f  t h e  lowr c l a u s e  is mandatory. Here, we hold  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  
P r i n c p l e .  Thus, to  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  it is r e q u i r e d  t h a t  C a t h e r i n e  a c t u a l l y  
saw t h e  nuns i n  (143a) we can a g r e e  that t h e  s e n t e n c e  (143a) might be s a i d  
t o  i n v o l v e  p r o l e p s i s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  BCM. However, as Higgins p o i n t s  o u t ,  i t  
is n o t  e n t i r e l y  clear t h a t  such  s e n t e n c e s  must i n v o l v e  such a d i r e c t  
r e l a t i o n  between t h e  v e r b  and t h e  so -ca l l ed  p r o l e p t i c  o b j e c t .  
Consider  t h e  fo l lowing .  It a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e r e  is an argument i n  favour  
o f  a p r o l e p s i s  a n a l y s i s  for t h e  Z a c a p a x t l a  Nahuat c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  t h a t  
the p r o l e p t i c  argument must s a t i s f y  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o f  t h e  m a t r i x  
v e r b .  Hence: 
(144) a. n i k a y i k  ke noho:n k o  :meh a k i h  mahtakt i  
1s-3s-hear-Pret  t h a t  p o t  3-hold-Pres-P t e n  
1 i : t r o h  ka:da se: 
l i t r e  each  one  
" I  h e a r d  t h a t  each  o f  t h o s e  pots h o l d s  t e n  l i t res  ." 
( H I  22) 
b .  *n ik i :nkay ik  ke noho:n k o  :meh a k i h  mahtak t i  
1s-3p-hear-Pret t h a t  pot 3-hold-Pres-P t e n  
1 i : t r o h  ka:da se: 
l i t r e  each one  
' I  heard  t h a t  each of t h o s e  p o t s  h o l d s  t e n  l i t r e s . "  
( H r  23) 
c . * n i k i  :nkayik noho:n ko:meh ke a k i h  mahtak t i  
1s-3p-hear-Pret t h a t  pot 3-hold-Pres-P t e n  
l i  : t r o h  ka :da se: 
l i t r e  each one 
"I  h e a r d  that each  of those pots h o l d s  t e n  l i t res."  
( H I  24) 
d .  n ik i :nkay ik  nohom ta:kah ke t ah tohkeh  mehi ka :noh 
1s-3p-hear-Pret t h a t  man-P 3-speak-Pret-P Nahuat 
"I  h e a r d  those men t a l k i n g  Nahuat." ( H I  25) 
Higg ins  q u o t e s  h i s  in fo rmant  as s a y i n g  t h a t  (144b,c)  are u n g r m a t i c a l  
because  p o t s  cannot  s p e a k ,  and as g i v i n g  (144d) as a s e n s i b l e  s e n t e n c e .  
From t h i s  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  v e r b  "hear"  r e q u i r e s  its o b j e c t  t o  be a 
n o i s e ,  or an  (agen t? )  o b j e c t  c a p a b l e  o f  making a n o i s e .  To t h e  e x t e n t  
t h a t  t h i s  is t r u e ,  t h e n ,  t h e  v e r b  a p p e a r s  to  r e q u i r e  an NP object, and t o  
t a k e  also a s e n t e n t i a l  o b j e c t ,  bo th  of which s i g n i f y  n o i s e  i n  some way. 
However, Higgins  wonders i f  it is e n t i r e l y  t r u e  t h a t  it would be n e c e s s a r y  
f o r  t h e  p o t s  to speak i n  order f o r  t h e  s e n t e n c e s  (144b,c)  t o  be a c c e p t a b l e ,  
s i n c e ,  wi th  r e s p e c t  to t h e  Ehgl i sh  example above ,  he  n o t e s ,  fo l lowing  
Dretske(1969)  and Gee(1975) , t h a t  i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  h e a r  soneone s t a r t  an  
e n g i n e  wi thou t  hear ing  the person  a t  a l l ,  and to see someone doing 
something w i t h o u t  s e e i n g  t h e  pe rson  a t  a l l .  Th is  is seen  below, where i n  
t h e  f i r s t  s e n t e n c e  t h e  a g e n t  of s t a r t  is s imply assumed to be George by t h e  
s p e a k e r ,  and i n  t h e  second,  t h e  speaker  h a s  mere ly  seen  t h e  equipment and 
o t h e r  s i g n s  o f  p a i n t i n g ,  and n o  a c t u a l  human b e i n g s .  The t h i r d  s e n t e n c e  
s p e a k s  f o r  i t s e l f ,  as d o e s  t h e  more n a t u r a l  r ead ing  f o r  ( d ) .  
(145) a .  I heard  George s tar t  up  the chainsaw. 
b. I saw them p a i n t i n g  Bui ld ing  20 t h i s  morning. 
c. I cou ld  s m e l l  my n e i g h b u r s  cooking t h e i r  d i n n e r .  
d .  I saw him c r a s h  t h e  Ehey. 
Higg ins  s p e c u l a t e s  t h a t  t h e  same o b s e r v a t i o n s  may ho ld  i n  Zacapoaxt la  
Nahuat p r o l e p t i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  It would be i n t e r e s t i n g  to know i f  (146) 
is grammatical  i n  Zacapoaxt la  Nahuat. 
(146) I h e a r d  the p o t s  be ing  smashed/Â£alling/spillin over . .  . 
It is d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e t e r m i n e  i n  such c a s e s  what t h e  correct a n a l y s i s  
s h o u l d  be,  s i n c e ,  g i v e n  o u r  assumpt ions ,  it depends  on whether or n o t  the 
' ' p r o l e p t i c "  NP is r e c e i v i n g  a t h e t a  role. I f  Higg ins '  informant  is c o r r e c t  
f o r  Zacapoaxt la  Nahuat, t h e n  i t  wsuld appear  t h a t  a n  a n a l y s i s  is c a l l e d  for 
i n  which the object NP i s  indeed an o b j e c t  o f  t h e  v e r b ,  s i n c e  t h e  v e r b  
a p p e a r s  t o  make  demands as to  what t h i s  o b j e c t  can be. In t h i s  case, 
Higg ins '  a n a l y s i s  of p r o l e p s i s  seems e s s e n t i a l l y  c o r r e c t  t o  me, a l t h o u g h  
f o r  him, t h e  i s s u e s  are d i f f e r e n t ,  s i n c e  h e  d o e s  n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  a 
p r o l e p t i c  a n a l y s i s  depends on c o r r e c t  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e m a t i c  r o l e  
ass ignment .  l o  Cur views o f  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  d i f f e r s  i n  ano ther  way a l s o .  
p r o l e p t i c  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  my view would be t h o s e  i n  which a v e r b  t a k e s  an NP 
o b j e c t  ( t o  which i t  a s s i g n s  a t h e t a  r o l e )  and a second s e n t e n t i a l  o b j e c t  
( t o  which i t  also a s s i g n s  a t h e t a  role) where t h e  f i r s t  o b j e c t  e n t e r s  i n t o  
a r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  an argument o f  t h e  second object. Higgins  c o n s i d e r s  
t h i s  r e l a t i o n  n o t  to  be grammat ica l ly  mandatory.  From h i s  words quoted 
above,  and d i r e c t l y  below, i t  would appear  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  comes 
a b o u t  d u e ,  i n  s a n e  way, to  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h e  p r o l e p t i c  o b j e c t  h a s  wi th  
t h e  v e r b .  He states: "It is p a r t  of t h e  v e r y  meaning o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
t h a t  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  shou ld  h o l d  between t h e  e n t i t y  denoted by the p r o l e p t i c  
o b j e c t  and what is denoted  by t h e  fo l lowing  c l a u s e . "  (Higgins ,  1981, p .83) 
But we  must a s k  see how t h i s  c o u l d  be, i f  indeed t h e  v e r b  a s s i g n s  no  
independen t  t h e t a  role. And i f  it d o e s  n o t  d o  so, then  an ECM a n a l y s i s  is 
p o s s i b l e ,  and w u l d  be e n f o r c e d  i n  a t h e o r y  wi th  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e .  
It is d i f f i c u l t  to d e t e r m i n e  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  claim t h a t  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  
need ho ld  i n  Zacapoaxt la  Nahuat, however, i n  t h e  Engl i sh  p e r c e p t i o n  c l a u s e  
s e n t e n c e s ,  i t  a p p e a r s  n o t  to be t r u e .  Consider  t h e  fo l lowing  c l a u s e s .  
(147) a .  I saw P a i g e  [ PRO d y e  s a n e  wool i n  t h e  ga rden]  
- -
b.*I saw Pa ige  [ t h a t  s h e  dyed s a n e  wol i n  t h e  ga rden]  
c.*I saw Wynne [ t h a t t h e  b a l l e r i n a  k i s s e d  h e r ]  
-
---------- 
103. Higgins  also rejects F r a n t z 1 s ( 1 9 7 8 )  copying r u l e  f o r  Blackfoo t .  
In t h e  English p r o l e p s i s  c a s e s ,  i f  t h i s  is what they a r e ,  what is 
requi red  seems n o t  t o  be a simple case  of coindexing f o r  semantic reasons.  
The coindexat ion must i n  f a c t  be with an embedded sub jec t  PRO. This is 
grannnatically forced by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  - s e e  t akes  an NP and an i n f i n i t i v e  
c l ause .  Thus, t h e  requirement of coindexat ion is g r m a t i c a l i z e d  and i t  
appears  t h a t  English c a s e s  of p r o l e p s i s  a r e  simply o b j e c t  c o n t r o l  verbs ,  
which is d i f f e r e n t  than p r o l e p s i s  is gene ra l ly  considered t o  be. 
The ques t ion  is, whether Ctontrol is a d e s i r a b l e  a n a l y s i s .  The verb  - t r y  
i n  English a l s o  can t ake  only  an i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e ,  and thus  i t  t o o  is a 
mandatory Control  verb. However, the ungrammatical sentence i n  (148b) ,  
which has  grammatical c o u n t e r p a r t s  i n  many languages, is understandable.  
This is no t  t r u e  of a sen tence  l i k e  ( l48c,d ,e) . 
(148) a. Verner t r i e d  [ - PRO to  hawk t h e  t i n  p a i n t i n g  1 
b.*Eugene t r i e d  [ f o r  t h e  b r a i n s  i n  black b u t t e r  t o  t u r n  
o u t  t o  be d e l i c i o u s / t h a t  t h e  b . i  .b.b. would be d e l i c i o u s .  
c.*Candy saw t h e  r e t r i e d  beans t h a t  Paul was having d inner .  
d .*&t ie  heard the  cho i r  t h a t  t h e  chan t s  had only  t h r e e  no te s .  
It appears  then ,  t h a t  i f  t h e  NP a c t i n g  a s  an o b j e c t  is determined t o  
r e c e i v e  a t h e t a  r o l e  from t h e  mat r ix  verb ,  then these  sen tences  could be 
analyzed as p r o l e p t i c ,  which means t h a t  t h e r e  must be a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  
r e l a t i o n  between it and an argument of t he  embedded c l ause .  (This  would 
n o t  be t r u e  of t h e  ve rb  X I  f o r  i n s t ance . )  The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
c o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  is always between t h e  mat r ix  o b j e c t  and the  lower sub jec t  
is then  an acc iden t  of syntax ,  t h a t  is, of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  verbs  i n  
q u e s t i o n  s u b c a t e g o r i z e  f o r  a n  i n f i n i t i v a l  c l a u s e .  
The o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  which is more i n  accord  w i t h  my i n t u i t i o n s ,  is 
t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  these v e r b s  is s imply a c l a u s e ,  and t h a t  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  
p r o l e p t i c  object d o e s  n o t  r e c e i v e  a t h e t a  r o l e  from t h e  v e r b ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  
d o e s  r e c e i v e  BCM. This  means t h a t  p e r c e p t i o n  v e r b s  such as -- s e e ,  h e a r ,  
smell, etc. may t a k e  NP o b j e c t s ,  t e n s e d  c l a u s a l  objects, o r  IP  
i n f i n i t i v a l s .  In t h e  la t ter  case, t h e  v e r b s  d i s p l a y  ECM, and t h e  f a c t  
t h a t ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  wi th  t h e  v e r b  - see, t h e  embedded s u b j e c t  is u s u a l l y  s e e n  
is due  to  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  when t h e  e v e n t  de te rmined  by t h e  c l a u s e  is s e e n ,  it  
is normal ly  t h e  case ( though n o t  a lways,  and n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y )  t h a t  t h e  
i n  the e v e n t  a r e  also seen.  ( I  restrict  my a t t e n t i o n  h e r e  to 
the cases o f  - see which a c t u a l l y  i n v o l v e  v i s u a l  r e c e p t i o n . )  
Ada saw t h e  s t e e l w o r k e r s .  
Cuchulainn cou ld  s e e  t h a t  t h e  l a d y  wore a d r e s s  of many c o l o u r s .  
He saw the s w r d  b r i n g  ( i n g )  blood from t h e  wind. 
I h e a r d  the crows from my window. 
When C a r l  h e a r s  t h a t  the c h i l d r e n  are p l a y i n g  o u t s i d e ,  h e  
d o e s n ' t  worry a b o u t  them. 
S y l v i e  heard  Bruno t a l k ( i n g )  t o  t h e  f l o w e r s .  
From miles away you can  s m e l l  h e r  perfume. 
I can  s m e l l  t h a t  t h e r e ' s  f i s h  chowder i n  t h e  o f f i c e .  
On Main Street you can  s m e l l  the f a c t o r y  make( ing)  c o o k i e s .  
T h i s  is suppor ted  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  idioms may appear  i n  these 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  
(152) a .  Cne cou ld  h e a r  t h e  s h i t  h i t t i n g  t h e  f a n  i n  t h e  n e x t  room. 
b.  I saw t h e  roof f a l l  i n  on my sweetest dreams. 
c . We used to  see t h e  f u r  f l y  when t h e  phone b i  11 came due.  
In t h i s  c a s e ,  an EEM a n a l y s i s  is d e s i r a b l e .  Whatever t h e  f a c t s  a r e  wi th  
respect t o  t h e  p u t a t i v e  t h e t a  role, i t  is unnecessa ry  to  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  
t h e r e  is a non-thematic o b j e c t  i n  any o f  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  104 
For t h e  most p a r t ,  t h e  a u t h o r s  of t h e  works on t h e  languages  d i s c u s s e d  
i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  a r g u e  a g a i n s t  a p r o l e p s i s  a n a l y s i s  on t h e  grounds t h a t  ( i )  
t h e r e  is no t h e t a  role a s s i g n e d  to t h e  m a t r i x  " o b j e c t "  and t h e r e f o r e ,  it 
s h o u l d  n o t  be base  g e n e r a t e d ,  b u t  r a t h e r  moved or cop ied  i n t o  t h e  m a t r i x  
o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  and ( i i ) ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  m a t r i x  " o b j e c t "  and t h e  
embedded argument is u n l i k e  o t h e r  mandatory c o r e f e r e n c e  r e l a t i o n s  such as 
C o n t r o l .  In Higg ins '  examples from Zacapoaxt la  Nahuat, n e i t h e r  of t h e s e  
p o i n t s  is clear. In E n g l i s h ,  i n  a t  least s a n e  o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
d i s c u s s e d ,  the f i r s t  p o i n t  a p p e a r s  to be t r u e ,  and the second n o t  t r u e .  
There are, however, other c o n s t r u c t i o n s  wi th  r e q u i r e d  c o r e f e r e n c e  r e l a t i o n s  
i n  E n g l i s h  i n  which bo th  ( i )  and ( i i )  ho ld .  These w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  
s h o r t l y  . 
104. Higgins  cites Warnock(1965) as n o t i n g  t h a t  it is p o s s i b l e  to see a man 
mowing the lawn, when one  h a s  s e e n  t h e  man, b u t  n o t  s e e n  that t h a t  is what 
he  is doing.  T h i s  example would seem to a r g u e  t h a t  " I saw t h e  man mowing 
t h e  lam." is s t r u c t u r a l l y  ambiguous between a s e n t e n t i a l  complement, and 
an NP complement wi th  a secondary  p r e d i c a t i o n .  T h i s  example t h e n ,  would be 
similar t o  the well-known examples such a s  "Bugs ate the carrots raw.". We 
w i l l  n o t  d i s c u s s  these examples h e r e ,  a l t h o u g h  c l e a r l y  t h e y  are r e l e v a n t  to 
t h e  problems which we have touched on .  See Wi l l i ams  (1975,1980,1983) . 
2.5.8.3 Gordon (1980) & Seiter (1980) against Prolepsis 
Gordon and Seiter,  in their discussions of Fijian and Niuean 
respectively, consider such an analysis, although they do not term i t  
Prolepsis. In each of these works, the analysis i s  rejected. We w i l l  
review sane of their arguments. 
Gordon notes that there are several differences between structures with 
what we are calling a proleptic NP, and those w i t h  a thematic NP which 
happens to  be coreferential w i t h  an embedded argument. Her arguments are 
connected t o  the point made above, namely, that movement must  be posited i n  
some cases. 
F i r s t ,  i n  cases where a thematic argument is coreferential w i t h  an 
embedded object, according to  Gordon, i t  is impossible for the embedded 
object to  be null. l o  Hence, (152a) is ungrammatical, while (152b), a case 
of ECM, is acceptable. 
(153) a. e a kerei au ko Mere 
3s pst ask-prop me prop-Art Mary 
[me vukea au/*0 ko Bale] 
sub-3s help-prop me/0 prop-Art Bale 
"Mary asked me ( t o  have) Bale help me." ( G I  58a ,b) 
b. au ki lai  [iko] (pro) [ n i  
-
vinakata t k o  
- 
105. This is unless the embedded object i s  3ps, the normal form of which is 
null. 
Is think-prop you sub-3s want prop-ar  t 
Timaima. ] 
T. 
" I  t h i n k  Timaima l i k e s  you." ( G I  59b) 
Secondly,  a r e f l e x i v e  object i n  F i j i a n ,  cannot  be n u l l ,  a l though  3rd  
p e r s o n  o b j e c t  pronouns a r e  normal ly  s o .  Thus,  i n  ( 1 5 4 a ) ,  invo lv ing  a 
t h e m a t i c  m a t r i x  o b j e c t  wi th  a c o r e f e r e n t i a l  embedded s u b j e c t  and a 
r e f l e x i v e  embedded o b j e c t ,  t h e  embedded r e f l e x i v e  o b j e c t  must be 
p h o n o l o g i c a l l y  p r e s e n t  (koya) , and may n o t  be n u l l .  In (154b) , however , 
where t h e  ECM1d NP is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  t h e  embedded s u b j e c t  a m d  t h e  
embedded o b j e c t  is r e f l e x i v e ,  t h e  embedded r e f l e x i v e  object can  be 
n u l l .  106 
(154) a .  au a k e r e i  koya [me vukea 0 ko Bale]  
Is pst ask-prop h e r  sub-3s  h e l p  prop-Art Bale 
"I asked  Bale t o  h e l p  * h e r s e l f  ( G I  65b) 
b. a u  v i n a k a t i  koya [me vukea 0 ko Mere] 
Is want p r o p  h e r  sub-3s h e l p  prop-Art Mere 
"I want Mary t o  h e l p  h e r s e l f .  l1 (G,  66b) 
T h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  koya is e x p l a i n e d  under t h e  assumption t h a t  i n  
t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s ,  movement h a s  t aken  place. It is n o t  clear how a r u l e  of 
P r o l e p s i s  c o u l d  be formula ted  so as to  allow a n u l l  pronoun i n  a p o s i t i o n  
where it is o t h e r w i s e  d i s a l l o w s d .  It is l i k e w i s e  u n c l e a r  how such a r u l e  
could allow a r e f l e x i v e  t o  be n u l l ,  j u s t  i n  case it is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  a 
106.  It is n o t  c l e a r  from t h e  data a v a i l a b l e  to  m e  whether t h e  r e f l e x i v e  
object must be n u l l .  
matrix non-thematic element. 
Another distinction between thematic and non-thematic "objects", 
appearing in many languages, is that non-thematic "objects" are not able to 
be anaphoric to the matrix subject. This is seen in the following examples 
f ran Blackfoot. 
/ / \ (155) a. nits-iksstaa n-axks-oy-ssi 
1 -want 1-migh t-ea t-con j 
"I want to eat (that I eat) .'I (F,1978,13) 
/ .' 
b.*nits-iksstat-oxsi naxkoy'ssi 
l-want (trans) -reflex to eat (that I eat) (F, l978,l6) 
(156) a. ki t-ssksini ixpa ki t-^a-waakskitsstaa-xsi 
2-know 2-neg-fut-win-con j 
"You know you won't win." (F,1978,18) 
b .*kit-ssksino-oxsi kit-sa-waakskitsstaa-xsi 
2-know (TransAnim) -ref lex 2-neg-fut-win-conj 
"You know you won' t win ." (F, l978,15) 
If the non-thematic "objects" are considered in fact not to be 
subcategorized by the verb (i .e . not to be objects at all) then the 
impossibility of reflexivization in these cases follows if reflexive is 
defined as a rule which is lexical, as it seems to be in these languages, 
in as much as reflexive relations between NPs are signalled by affixes on 
the verb, and such relations are impossible unless both the antecedent and 
the anaphor are argunents of the verb on which the reflexive morphology 
appears. But this fact causes problems for an analysis which considers the 
ability to take a non-thematic object as a subcategorization property of a 
particular verb, since it is not clear how a verb's subcategorization for 
an object is t o  be kept d i s t i n c t  from i ts  ass igning  a t h e t a  r o l e  t o  t h i s  
o b j e c t  f o r  t h e  purposes of r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n ,  
S e i t e r ,  i n  h i s  argument a g a i n s t  P r o l e p s i s ,  which he c a l l s  "R-Equi", 
p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h i s  r u l e  would be a vers ion  of  " m i - N P  Delet ion" (or  
Con t ro l ,  i n  CB t e r m s ) ,  b u t  t h a t  i t  would d i f f e r  from 4 u i  i n  s e v e r a l  ways. 
While Bgui may only  apply to embedded s u b j e c t s  i n  Niuean , " R - R p i "  wauld 
apply  t o  an embedded s u b j e c t  - or  o b j e c t ,  bu t  could no t  apply to o the r  
arguments. l o  A second d i f f e r e n c e  is t h a t  while  t he  sub jec t  of an EQui 
ve rb  may o r  may n o t  be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with an embedded NP, a " r a i sed  o b j e c t "  
must be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with sane  embedded NP ( sub jec t  o r  object). 
S e t t e r ' s  main o b j e c t i o n s  t o  R-mi, however, a r e  based on the  f a c t  t h a t  
i n  Niuean, Movement to Subjec t  is i d e n t i c a l  to ECM Movement, and i n  t h e  
case of Movement t o  Subjec t ,  he can provide  d a t a  showing s e r i o u s  problems 
with R-Equi. We w i l l  argue i n  t he  following chapter  t h a t  Niuean Movement 
t o  Subject  involves movement t o  SPBC2, with subsequent movement t o  t h e  
mat r ix  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  This  could not  involve  a r e l a t i o n  l i k e  p r o l e p s i s ,  
s i n c e  i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  move to  s u b j e c t  idiom chunks. (This is n o t  
p o s s i b l e  i n  Bgui cases, of course . )  And f i n a l l y ,  i t  is poss ib l e  t o  have an 
---------- 
107. It is not  completely c l e a r  why a language such a s  Quechua (Lefebvre 
and Muysken,1982) a l lows  ECM t o  a l l  t ypes  of embedded NPs and even t o  
non-NPs such as adverbs,  while F i j i a n  al lows it t o  a l l  types  of embedded 
NPs, and Niuean, on t h e  o t h e r  hand allows it only  to  s u b j e c t s  and d i r e c t  
o b j e c t s .  Since languages vary  so much on t h i s  p o i n t ,  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  is 
l i k e l y  due t o  language-specif ic  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on Case-compatibili ty.  
o v e r t  element which is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  r a t h e r  than a PRO i n  a c o n t r o l l e d  
p o s i t i o n ,  j u s t  i n  case  t h i s  element is an A-binder of a r e f l e x i v e .  This  is 
n o t  t h e  c a s e  i n  Movement t o  Subject  sen tences .  (See 3.4 f o r  f u r t h e r  
d i scuss ion  of Niuean Msvement to Subject  .) 
(157) a .  Kua kamata tei  e t a u  matahui ke o e l i  e l a u t o l u  
Perf begin Perf Abs PI knee Sbj o i l  Erg they 
"They've begun t o  g e t  a l i t t l e  drunk." (S,3.66) 
( " o i l  the  knees" = "get drunk") 
(158) a .  Kua amaamananaki e na tama ke f e  - toh i tohi -ak i  
Per f hope Abs p a i r  boy Sb j  Rcpr-write -Rcpr 
holo loa  ( a  l a u a )  
f r equen t ly  Abs they,Eu 
"The two boys a r e  hoping to w r i t e  t o  each o the r  f requent ly"  
(S, 3.67b) 
b . L i g a  a i  maeke e f i f i n e k e  l o g o n a e  i a  a i a  ( n i )  
l i k e l y  no t  p o s s i b l e  Abs woman Sbj hear  Erg she  Abs her  RÂ£ 
"The woman couldn ' t hear  h e r s e l f  ." (S , 71b) 
2.5.8.4 Nan-Prolepsis i n  Moroccan Arabic 
Wager(1983) rejects an ECM type of a n a l y s i s  (where she cons ide r s  t he  
movement might be analogous t o  l e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n ) ,  i n  favour of P ro l eps i s .  
Her reasons f o r  doing s o  l a r g e l y  concern t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ECM Movement could 
n o t  be considered i d e n t i c a l  to Left  Dis loca t ion ,  s i n c e ,  a s  we d i scussed  
above, an BGM'd NP is i n  a p o s i t i o n  to the  l e f t  of a complementizer, and a 
Lef t  Dislocated one is i n  a p o s i t i o n  to t h e  r i g h t  of a complementizer. 
This  does no t  worry us ,  hoiiiever, a s  we a r e  n o t  considering BGM movement t o  
be n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  same as any o the r  type of movement i n  a given language, 
as d iscussed  above. 
Furthermore,  Wager a r g u e s ,  a Right Dis loca ted  NP may n o t  be an  anaphor ,  
and may be an independent pronoun,  whereas t h e  r e v e r s e  s i t u a t i o n  h o l d s  f o r  
h^  (159)  a. * p a s i  ma f r e f t  f i n  masi 
myself Meg know-lsg where go ing  (m)  
"Myself ,  I don ' t know where I ' m  going."  (W,  3 .57a)  
b. ma Z r e f t  qasi f i n  masi 
Neg know-lsg myself  where going (m)  
''I d o n ' t  know (myse l f )  where I ' m  going ." ( W ,  3.57b) 
(160) a. h i y y a ,  s e f t h a  
h e r  saw - k g -  3sqf 
"Hsr , I saw her . "  ( W ,  3.16a) 
b . * s e f t  hewwama b a a s  yhder  m fahum 
saw-lsg him Neg want (3sgm) -Neg 3sgm-speak w i  th-$1 
" I saw - him h e  d o e s n ' t  want to  speak wi th  them." (W,62b) 
The ungrammat ica l i ty  o f  (157a)  can be e x p l a i n e d  by Binding Theory,  s i n c e  
the anaphor is n o t  bound. In (157b) the anaphor is bound, by t h e  m a t r i x  
s u b j e c t ,  (This is n o t  t h e  case f o r  Wager, s i n c e  s h e  assumes a d i f f e r e n t  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  government from t h e  one assumed herein.)''* T h i s  also 
e x p l a i n s  the ungrammat ica l i ty  of (161a) , as compared wi th  (161b) . (161a) 
must be c o n s t r u e d  wi th  the non-emphatic meaning o f  h e r s e l f  t o  be 
ungrammatical .  ) 
108. Wager also d i s c u s s e s  an i n t e r e s t i n g  a s p e c t  of Moroccan b i n d i n g ,  namely 
t h a t  total  o v e r l a p  o f  r e f e r e n c e  is n o t  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  anaphor/antecedent  
r e l a t i o n ,  so t h a t ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  the ward f o r  I c a n  act as a n t e c e d e n t  f o r  
- 
t h e  word f o r  we .  
-
(161) a. *Herself , Lily. doesn' t undertand her (self) . 
b. Lilyi, dith understood heri all too well. 
Wager considers that the fact that an independent pronoun cannot appear 
in an ECM1d position is due to its being an object position, since 
independent pronouns also cannot appear in object positions, nor in fact in 
any A-position. It may appear in its emphatic sense as an A-bar NP 
coindexed with a clitic, or as a Left Dislocated NP coindexed with a 
clitic, as in (158a), where they "do not have the emphatic meaning; they 
are simply NPs which have received prominence in the sentence, as are all 
dislocated NPs." (Wager,1983 p.113). However, the contrast between (158a) 
and (158b) can also be explained in that in the case of the emphatic NPs 
which are grammatical, they are generated in an A-bar position which 
receives no theta interpretation, howsver, in the case of EM1d pronouns, 
they act as subjects of predication, and thus assume a grammatical 
function. Hence the generalization regarding independent pronouns can be 
that they may not be in a position which is theta interpreted. 
Wager also points out that not any verb may be an ECM verb, which would 
be expected if ECM verbs are as defined above, that is, verbs which 
subcategorize for a CP, and select for a predicate rather than a 
proposition. Ihus, the ungrmaticality of the sentence below is explained 
without a Prolepsis analysis. 
4 (162) g a l l i h u m  n a g a t  belli ma ~ a d i l  
sa id (3sgm)  -to-$1 Nazat t h a t  Neg FUt-Neg 
y&ha y e d d a  
3sgm-see-3sgf tomorrow 
"He t o l d  them I te ja t  t h a t  he  w a s n ' t  going to see her  
tomorrow."(W, 3.64a) 
Wager ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  of what s h e  c o n s i d e r s  to  be p r o l e p s i s  show t h a t  it  
must be a form o f  ED4 i n  a t h e o r y  which i n c o r p o r a t e s  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  
P r i n c i p l e .  She states t h a t  t h e  s t r i n g  below is ambiguous as to whether o r  
n o t  the p h y s i c a l  p e r s o n  was a c t u a l l y  p e r c e i v e d .  
(163) s e f t h a  d e x l a t  l e d d a r  
saw -1sg-3sgf entered-3sgf  to- the-house 
"I saw h e r  that s h e  went i n t o  t h e  house." (W,6.44) 
However, s h e  states t h a t  t h e  c l a u s e  is disambiguated by i n t o n a t i o n  as 
f o l l o w s ,  where (164a) t a k e s  a t h e m a t i c  o b j e c t ,  and (164b) does  n o t .  (164b) 
is  t h u s  synonymus  wi th  ( 1 6 4 ~ ) ~  e x c e p t  states Wager, t h a t  the " o b j e c t "  i n  
(164b) r e c e i v e s  prominence. 
v' (164) a.  s e f t h a  d e x l a t  l e d d a r  
saw-lsg-3sgf en te red-3sgf  to-the-house 
" I  saw h e r  g o  i n t o  t h e  house." (W16.44a) 
b .  &%a d e x l a t  l e d d a r  
saw-lsg-3sgf entered-3sgf  to-the-house 
"I saw h e r  g o  i n t o  t h e  house." (W,6.44b) 
v 
c. s e f t  b e l l i d e x l a t  lec^ar 
saw-lsg that en te red-3sgf  to-the-house 
" I  saw t h a t  s h e  went i n t o  the house ." (W,  6.45) 
C o r e f e r e n t i a l i t y  is n e c e s s a r y  ( f o r  whatever r e a s o n ) ,  as it is i n  
E n g l i s h ,  and presumably Zacapoaxt la  Nahuat. 
(165) Mubend., ddawh ./* . l s e f u r  
Mahand, took-!tp l^3sgm to-Sef rou  
'Itohand, they took him t o  Sefrou." ( W ,  6.46b) 
She c o n t r a s t s  t h i s  with o the r  verbs .  
(166) g a l t i l i y y a  b e l l i  hedru mfaha . / . l b a r  Q 
said-3sq f-to-lsq t h a t  spoke-3pl w i t h - i d Â  yesterday 
"She t o l d  m e  t h a t  they  spoke with her yesterday."  (W,48a) 
She too cons ide r s  t h a t :  
" [ the]  presence and meaning of the  mat r ix  verb  impose a 
special connect ion between t h e  d i s loca t ed  NP and t h e  
complement sen tence ,  b u t  one which is also l i m i t e d  by 
these same two f a c t o r s .  With the Mta t r ix ]  O[b jec t ]  
D i s loca t ion  s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h e  d i s l o c a t e d  NP is p u t  i n  a 
p o s i t i o n  of prominence i n  t h e  sen tence ,  and, depending 
on the meaning of t h e  mat r ix  verb ,  t h i s  foregrounding 
e n t a i l s  c e r t a i n  expec ta t ions  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
t h e  person or e n t i t y  denoted by t h e  mat r ix  o b j e c t  and 
the event  descr ibed  i n  t h e  complement c lause ."  
(Wager, l983.p. 136) 
Wager no te s  that the  p r o l e p t i c  NP need no t  be t h e  semantic o b j e c t  of 
pe rcep t ion  or cogn i t i on .  Thus, (167) a r e  p o s s i b l e  sen tences ,  and con ta in  
no  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  
/Â (167) a. d x e l t  l eddar  w s e f t u  ma 
entered-lsg to-the-house and saw - k g -  3sg Nsg 
kayni? 
being there-Neg 
"I  went i n t o  t h e  house and saw (him) t h a t  he wasn ' t  
there ."  (WI6.51a) 
b. mgit 19a;u w l g i t u  ma 
went-Jsg to-house-3sgm and found-lsg-3sg tteg 
kayns 
being there-Neg 
"I went to t h e  house and found (him) t h a t  he wasnl t 
there."  (W, 6.51b) 
c.  ma k a n d r f u g  g a f ,  walakin  i r e Â  t u  
Neg Gont-lsg-know-3sgm-Neg a t  a l l  b u t  knowzlsg-3sgm 
as a d i  ygulul iV\  
what Fu t  $1-say-to-3sgm 
' I  d o n ' t  know him a t  a l l ,  b u t  I know (him) what t h e y ' r e  
going t o  t e l l  him." (W,6.73) 
L ikewise ,  (168)  is p o s s i b l e  i f  "it meant t h a t  e v e r y  time h i s  mother came 
from t h e  v i l l a g e  he  d i d  a p a r t i c u l a r  t h i n g  ... and t h e  speaker  knew t h i s  and 
saw him i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s ta te .  What is impor tan t  i n  t h i s  s e n t e n c e  is 
t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  o f  t h e  p e r s o n  is what is s e e n ,  n o t  t h e  pe rson  h i m s e l f . "  
-
(emphasis  i n  o r i g i n a l )  (Wager ,1983,p.138) 
4 ^ (168)  ?sef t u  z a t  ipm" men l e b l a d  
saw -1sg-3sgm came-3sgf mother-3sgm from the-v i  l l a g e  
"I saw (him) t h a t  h i s  mother came from t h e  v i l l age . " (W,6 .52)  
Fur thermore,  v e r b s  which c a n n o t  appear wi th  o n l y  an NP o b j e c t ,  such a s  
t h e  v e r b s  meaning " f e a r " ,  hope,  t h i n k  (see ( 1 6 9 ) )  may appear  i n  t h e s e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  as s e e n  i n  (167) below. 
(169)  * x e f t  Muhend 
f e a r e d - l s g  Mahand 
"I f e a r e d  Mahand." 
Wager g i v e s  two p i e c e s  o f  ev idence  which sugges t  t h a t  t h e  m a t r i x  o b j e c t  
i n  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  migh t  indeed r e c e i v e  a t h e t a  r o l e  i n  some cases. 
Firs t ,  s h e  n o t e s  t h a t  t h e  d i s l o c a t e d  o b j e c t  o f  t h e  v e r b s  bfa "want" and 
-
t s e n n a  "wait" is presuned t o  have s a n e  power o v e r  t h e  e v e n t  i n  the embedded 
c l a u s e ,  so t h a t  (170a) is unnaccep tab le ,  a l t h o u g h  (170b) is f i n e .  
(170) a .  * b K  t u  t e  Ctes TU 
want-lsg-3sgm 3sgf-sneeze mother-3sgm 
"I want (him) f o r  h i s  mother t o  sneeze."  (Wr6.49a) 
b. b ^ i t  ~" t e f t e s  
wan t - l s g  mother- 3sgm 3sgf -snee ze 
"I  want h i s  mother to  sneeze . "  (W,6. 49b) 
It is n o t  clear whether t h e  o b j e c t  i n  t h i s  example r e a l l y  is t h e m a t i c ,  
i n  which case it d i f f e r s  from t h e  examples g iven  above,  which c l e a r l y  a r e  
n o t ,  o r  whether t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  l e a d i n g  t o  t h e  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  o f  (170) 
can be a t t r i b u t e d  to non- themat ic  "over lay"  c o n s t r a i n t s  which a r e  imposed 
on an  ECM'd NP. As mentioned above,  we d o  n o t  claim t h a t  t h e r e  is n o  
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  meaning between a s e n t e n c e  wi th  and w i t h o u t  ECM, b u t  r a t h e r ,  
t h a t  these d i f f e r e n c e s  are n o t  themat ic .  
A second set of  d a t a  which might  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  object i n  t h e s e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  is i n  f a c t  t h e m a t i c ,  is t h a t  idiom chunks may n o t  appear  i n  
t h e  d i s l o c a t e d  p o s i t i o n ,  a c c o r d i n g  to Wager. 
(171) q r e f t h a  t a r t l i h  
know-lsg-3sgf 3sgf-flew-to-3sgm 
I know h e r  s h e  f l e w  t o  him." 
( " she  f l e w  to  him" = "he g o t  angry")  (Wl6.53e) 
However, Wager p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  idiom chunks cannot  be L e f t  D i s l o c a t e d  
e i t h e r ,  and that n o n - s p e c i f i c  i t e m s  are s u b j e c t  to t h e  same c o n s t r a i n t s  
wi th  respect to  both  L e f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  and ECM movement. She a t t r i b u t e s  the 
c o n s t r a i n t  to the f a c t  t h a t  b o t h  ECM movement and k f t  D i s l o c a t i o n  p l a c e  
p r a n i n e n c e  on  an item. 
Fbr t h e  most p a r t ,  t h e n ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  n o  t h e t a  role is a s s i g n e d  t o  
t h e  NPs i n  q u e s t i o n .  Wager also a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e r e  is no vague "aboutness"  
t h e t a  role a s s i g n e d  by t h e  v e r b  i n  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  s i n c e  such a t h e t a  
role would be i n a p p r o p r i a t e  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  examples.  ("Aboutness" is  
d i s c u s s e d  f u r t h e r  below.) 
v (172) t s e n n i  t u  yz i men l e b l a d  
waited-for-lsg-3sgm 3sgm-cane from t h e - v i l l a g e  
" I  wai ted f o r  him to  come from t h e  v i l l a g e . "  (W16.36c) 
b .  x a f t u  y^lebha f e l k l a m  
feared-3sgf-3sgm 3sgm-defeat-3sgf in- the-words  
"She f e a r e d  him t h a t  h e  would d e f e a t  h e r  wi th  words." 
(W, 6.36f) 
Our c o n c l u s i o n  h e r e  is t h a t ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  is  no t h e t a  role a s s i g n e d  t o  
the " p r o l e p t i c "  NP, i t  is n o t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  NP an o b j e c t  o f  
t h e  v e r b ,  i n  the s e n s e  o f  it being a sister to  t h e  v e r b ,  and hence,  n o  need 
f o r  a p r o l e p t i c  a n a l y s i s .  Ra ther ,  we propose t h e  BCM a n a l y s i s  p u t  forward 
i n  e a r l i e r  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r .  
2.5.8.5 "Ver b-of-NP-that-S" i n  Ehgl i sh  
Higgins  g i v e s  examples (some from a i e a r i n , 1 9 1 0 )  of what he  ca l ls  
p r o l e p s i s  f r a n  B i b l i c a l  Ehgl i sh .  
(173) And God saw t h e  l i g h t ,  t h a t  i t  was good. (Genes i s  1 .4 )  
He n o t e s  t h a t  p a s s i v i z a t i o n  is p o s s i b l e  i n  these cases. 
(174) a .  Then s h a l l  t h e  p r o p h e t  be known t h a t  t h e  Lord 
ha th  t r u l y  s e n t  him. (Jeremiah 28.9) 
b. Vbw i f  C h r i s t  be preached t h a t  h e  r o s e  from t h e  dead.  
(1 C o r i n t h i a n s  15.12) 
More r e c e n t  examples can  be found i n  J e s p e r s e n  (1961 r e p r i n t )  . 109 
(175)  a. The f e a r  o f  be ing  swallowed up made m e  
t h a t  I never  s l e p t  i n  q u i e t .  
( f rom E f 0 e ~ R . 9 6 ,  i n  Jespersen ,p .297)  
b .  He also d e s i r e d  me t h a t  I vould n o t  t a k e  any mre s e r v a n t s .  
( i d  FOX 62, i n  J e s p e r s e n ,  p.298) 
These examples are somewhat d i f f e r e n t  t h a n  t h e  Ehgl i sh  o n e s  i n v o l v i n g  
p e r c e p t i o n  v e r b s  i n  t h a t  t h e  role of t h e  " o b j e c t "  i s  a form of vague 
' a b u t n e s s " .  Although such s e n t e n c e s  a r e  n o t  e n t i r e l y  a c c e p t a b l e  i n  modern 
E n g l i s h ,  there are o t h e r  v e r y  similar examples which a r e ,  namely "of-NF1' - 
cases such  as below, with  v e r b s  such as "know" and "read" etc. 
(176) a. I know of Mrs. Dalloway t h a t  t h e  l i g h t  gave h e r  
headaches .  
b. I r e a d  o f  C a r r o l l  that he was p a i n f u l l y  shy.  
c. I ' v e  h e a r d  o f  him t h a t  he  d i d n ' t  r e a l i z e  h e  was 
oppressed .  
These o b j e c t s  o f  - of  c o n t r a s t  wi th  t h e  objects of  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  v e r b s  i n  
109. ~ n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e s e  examples a l l  more or less r e q u i r e  ~ ~ r e f e r e n c e  
w i t h  t h e  embedded s u b j e c t ,  ( t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  I have i n t u i t i o n s  a b o u t  
them) r a t h e r  than any  embedded NP, as i n  t h e  examples below. T h i s  is i n  
a c c o r d  wi th  Wager1s(1983)  o b s e r v a t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  Moroccan Arabic  v e r b  f o r  
"want", (see (168)  above) . J e s p e r s o n  g i v e s  one example wi th  "make" wi th  
non-subject  c o r e f e r e n c e ,  o f  a much earlier d a t e :  " t h e  s c l a u n d r e  o f  h i s  
d i f f a m e  Made hem t h a t  t h e y  him h a t e d e  t h e r f o r e "  Caxton R 107 i n  
J e s p e r s e n  ,p .  297) . 
Engl i sh  i n  t h a t  t h e y  can  be c o r e f e r e n t i a l  wi th  an NP i n  any p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  
embedded c l a u s e ,  and n o t  j u s t  t h e  d o w n s t a i r s  s u b j e c t ,  a s  seen i n  t h e  f i r s t  
example above,  c o n t r a s t e d  w i t h  (177a) , and t h a t  t h e y  can  never  be t h e  o n l y  
object. 
(177)  a. I saw P i e r s  plowing t h e  f i e l d s .  
b .  I saw P i e r s .  
c. I 've  heard of t h e  Wife  of Bath t h a t  s h e  had a gap 
between h e r  f r o n t  t e e t h .  
d . * I t v e  heard of t h e  Wife of B a t h . ( o t h e r  than  i n  t h e  
s e n s e  t h a t  I know of  h e r  
e x i s t e n c e  th rough  my h e a r i n g  f a c u l t y )  
e. I know of  B e r t i l a c  t h a t  h i s  wi fe  was s e d u c t i v e .  
f .  I know of him. ( o t h e r  t h a n  i n  t h e  s e n s e  
t h a t  I know of h i s  
e x i s t e n c e )  
There h a s  been much p u z z l i n g  as to  what t h e  t h e t a  role might  be of t h e  
o b j e c t  o f  - of i n  these c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  I n t u i t i o n s  a r e  n o t  v e r y  h e l p f u l ,  
s i n c e  the role of  t h e s e  objects is s o  i n d e t e r m i n a t e .  It is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  
there is, as sugges ted  and r e j e c t e d  by Wager f o r  Itoroccan Arabic ,  an  
"aboutness"  role. It d o e s  seem, however, on t h e  l e v e l  of i n t u i t i o n ,  t h a t  
it shou ld  n o t  be as d i f f i c u l t  to  p i n  down t h e  role of  a themat ic  NP as i t  
is to p i n  down this one.  T h i s  l e a d s  u s  to s p e c u l a t e  t h a t  t h e  of o b j e c t  
-
r e c e i v e s  n o  theta role a t  a l l  i n  the s e n t e n c e s  above,  b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  i t  is 
l i c e n s e d  s imply  through c o r e f e r e n c e  wi th  an NP i n  t h e  c l a u s a l  o b j e c t  o f  t h e  
v e r b .  Th is  i n  t u r n  l e a d s  u s  a g a i n  t o  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  and t o  t h e  
n o t i o n  of non-thematic p r o l e p t i c  arguments.  We have argued t h a t  i n  
l anguages  such as  Moroccan Arab ic ,  an  ECM a n a l y s i s  can  account  f o r  t h e  
s e n t e n c e s  which c o n t a i n  a non-thematic "object". Is t h i s  s o  i n  t h e  case of 
of argunents? 
- 
Some of t he  d a t a  which have been considered t o  involve Raising t o  
Cbj e c  t /Pro leps i  s/ECM i n  va r ious  languages a t  t imes has  had an "aboutness" 
reading a t t r i b u t e d  t o  i t .  Thus, D. James (p.c .) s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  James Bay 
Cree ECM sentences  given above have a s o r t  of s p e c i a l  focus on the  ECM1d 
NP. An example fol lows.  
(178) n ik i ske  :lima:w e:ki:wa:pamak can 
I-kncw -7'ransAnim-1-3sg t h a t  I saw John 
"I  know t h a t  it was John I saw." 
James th inks  t h a t  t h e s e  sen tences  might be comparable t o  t he  English 
sen tences  with of-NP c l a u s e s ,  except  t h a t  t h e  NP i n  ques t ion  is a c t i n g  l i k e  
- 
a d i r e c t  o b j e c t  of t he  ve rb ,  r a t h e r  than of a p repos i t i on .  James comments 
t h a t  it is no t  c l e a r  what t h e  thematic  s t a t u s  is  of t he  ECM1d NP i n  t h e  
James Bay Cree sen tences ,  b u t  t h a t  i t  is l ikewise  no t  c l e a r  what t he  s t a t u s  
is of the - of-NP i n  Ehglish. It is usua l ly  assumed t h a t  t he  of-NP has  
- 
independent thematic  s t a t u s .  However, t h i s  is no t  a necessary assumption. 
We no te  f i r s t  t h a t  an KM a n a l y s i s ,  (which involves t he  base genera t ion  
or movement of an NP i n / t o  a s u b j e c t  SPEC2 p o s i t i o n ,  which r ece ives  Case 
-but no t h e t a  role-  from a mat r ix  verb) , can account f o r  t h e  vague "ex t r a  
meaning" which the of-NP has  i n  t h e  sen tences  under d iscuss ion .  This is 
- 
because,  as is noted i n  much of t he  l i t e r a t u r e  on t h i s  s u b j e c t ,  ECM 
( e s p e c i a l l y  of the non-str ing vacuous type)  p l a c e s  focus and a t t e n t i o n  on 
t h e  ECM'd NP. Furthermore, a s  s u b j e c t  of t he  p r e d i c a t e  i t  acqu i r e s  an 
o v e r l a y  s e n s e  o f  t o p i c  even as can  a n  e x p l e t i v e  s u b j e c t .  
We n o t e  t h a t  t h e  - of-NPs c o n t r a s t  wi th  t r u e  a b u t - N P s .  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  
s e n t e n c e s  i n  t h a t  t h e y  are n o t  a c c e p t a b l e  wi th  NP arguments  i n  which t h e r e  
is n o  pronoun with  which t h e y  are a s s o c i a t e d .  Th is  r e i n f o r c e s  o u r  claim 
t h a t  t h e y  do n o t  r e c e i v e  a t h e t a  r o l e .  
(179) a. I know a t h i n g  or two a b o u t  t h a t  guy. 
b .* I  know a t h i n g  o r  two of  him. 
c.  About him, I c o u l d  t e l l  you t h i n g s  t h a t  would make your s k i n  c r a w l .  
d .*a him, I cou ld  t e l l  you t h i n g s  t h a t  would make your s k i n  c r a w l .  
We are t h u s  c la iming  t h a t  an of-NP may appear  i n  a non-thematic SPEC2 
- 
p o s i t i o n  under c e r t a i n  v e r b s ,  such a s  know, r e a d ,  h e a r ,  etc. What of  t h e  
---
Case i t  r e c e i v e s ?  We n o t e  t h a t  t h e s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  might be c o n s i d e r e d  
s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  Niuean o n e s  d i s c u s s e d  above,  where the BCM Case is 
p r e p o s i t i o n a l .  In Niuean, whether an ECM1d NP r e c e i v e s  Abso lu t ive  or 
Middle Case is determined by the ECM verb .  Th is  might  be t h e  case i n  
B-igl ish ,  s i n c e ,  i n  some cases, such as t h o s e  d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  
c h a p t e r ,  an ECM1d NP r e c e i v e s  Accusa t ive  Case. In o t h e r  cases, i t  might  b e  
a s s i g n e d  Case with  f o r .  With t h e s e  v e r b s ,  as is seen  i n  ( b ) ,  t h e  v e r b  
-
a s s i g n s  a " fo r"  Case to  an NP o b j e c t  t o o .  
(180) a .  Dora hoped f o r  Eevy to  l e a v e .  
b .  C h a r l i e  hoped f o r  t h e  crown of  S c o t l a n d .  
However, i n  the case o f  Accusa t ive  v s  "of" Case ,  t h e  same v e r b  is a b l e  
t o  a s s i g n  both. The q u e s t i o n  is t h e r e f o r e :  Why is (181a) n o t  g r a m n a t i c a l  
w i t h  o f ,  and (181b) n o t  grammatical  w i t h a c c u s a t i v e ?  
-
(181) a .  I b e l i e v e  ( * o f )  Pao lo  t o  be a good mathemat ic ian.  
b. I b e l i e v e  * ( o f )  P a o l o  t h a t  h e ' s  a good mathemat ic ian.  
We migh t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  o f  (182a) t o  be due  t o  t h e  
c o n s t r a i n t  n o t i c e d  by Kos te r (1978)  and S t o w s l l ( 1 9 8 1 ) ,  t h a t  p r e p o s i t i o n s  may 
n o t  appear  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s .  Th i s  is p r o b l e m a t i c  f o r  u s  s i n c e  i n  o u r  
a n a l y s i s  we view a d i s l o c a t e d  ECM'd NP to  be i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  It 
appears t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  on PPs shou ld  be phrased  to  e x c l u d e  them from 
A-subjects .  We l e a v e  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  open. 
F i n a l l y ,  we n o t e  t h a t  t h e r e  is a sub jacency  c o n s t r a i n t  on t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between t h e  - of-NP and t h e  NP w i t h  which i t  is co indexed ,  as we p r e d i c t  
t h e r e  would be. 
(182) a .*I  r e a d  o f  him t h a t  Mary knew t h a t  he  was unhappy. 
b.*I h e a r d  of m t i n g b u s h  t h a t  C h r i s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  h e  was r e a l .  
c .* I  knew of him t h a t  Mary thought  t h a t  h i s  mother had d i e d .  
Kyle Johnson p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  improve i f  t h e  bottommost 
t h a t  is d e l e t e d ,  and t h a t  t h i s  is r e m i n i s c e n t  o f  t h e  t h a t - t r a c e  e f f e c t ,  
-
which is a t t r i b u t e d  to t h e  l a c k  o f  a n t e c e d e n t  government i n  Chomsky(c1ass 
l e c t u r e s ,  1985) (and c f  Chunsky ,1985) . 
Chapter 3 
Nm-Thematic Subjects 
3 . 1  I n t r o d u c t i o n  
I n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r ,  w e  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  phenomenon of  non arguments 
a c t i n g  gra inmat ical ly  i n  ways p a r a l l e l  to  o b j e c t s ,  o r  i n t e r n a l  arguments.  
In t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  we w i l l  d i s c u s s  a s i m i l a r  phenomenon- t h a t  of 
non-arguments a c t i n g  g rammat ica l ly  i n  ways p a r a l l e l  to  s u b j e c t s ,  or 
e x t e r n a l  arguments.  We w i l l  see t h a t  t h e r e  are s e v e r a l  ways i n  which an NP 
may cane to  act a s u b j e c t .  F i r s t ,  due  t o  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  
P r i n c i p l e ,  i t  is p o s s i b l e  f o r  a n  NP to s imply raise t o  s u b j e c t ,  i n  a way i n  
which i t  is n o t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  an NP to  raise to  o b j e c t .  T h i s  movement is 
p u r e  A-movement, t h a t  is ,  movement from a non-Case marked p o s i t i o n  to a 
Case marked p o s i t i o n ,  s u b j e c t  to Subjacency and t h e  Binding Theory. Itus 
type o f  movement is seen  i n  b g l i s h  Ra i s ing  to  S u b j e c t ,  to be d i s c u s s e d  i n  
S e c t i o n  2 ,  as well as i n  l anguages  such  as F i j i a n  (see p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r )  
and many o t h e r  l anguages .  
In Section 3, we look at non-thematic subject constructions in 
Kipsigas. Since non-thematic subjects can be coreferential with subjects 
or objects of embedded tensed complement clauses, they cannot be analyzed 
as Raising to Subject constructions. We argue that they involve operator 
movement and a process of chain composition similar (with certain 
differences) to that discussed in the previous chapter, and that this 
process is found in English Tough constructions also. Our analyses cause 
us to revise the Theta Criterion of Chomsky(1981) and to divide it into two 
parts, one holding at all levels, and one only at LF. 
In Section 4 we examine Niuean non-thematic subject constructions, and 
see that they have different properties than both English raising 
structures, and Kipsigas and English Tough structures. We analyze these 
sentences as involving ECM movement, as defined in the previous chapter, 
with a subsequent movement to subject position, possible due to the 
ambiguous status of SPEC2 as an A/A-bar psition. An identical derivation 
is propsed for Fijian, Kipsigas, and Standard Arabic Passive B^ M 
constructions. This raises questions about Case theory and Chain theory 
which will be returned to in Chapter 5. 
3.2 Non-thematic Subjects via Raising 
While the Projection Principle rules out non-thematic objects (i.e. 
sisters of V ) ,  and requires thematic objects to be present at all levels, 
it does not rule out non-thematic subjects (i.e. sisters of It), nor does 
it require thematic subjects to be present However, the Extended 
Projection Principle (Chomsky,1981 and Rothstein,1983) does require that 
every predicate have a structural subject, for purposes of predication at 
LF. The result of the Extended Projection Principle is the possibility of 
non-thematic subject positions in clauses with verbs with no external 
argument (See Williams,1979,1980,1981 and Travis & Williams,1982 regarding 
external and internal arguments) . This in turn results in the possibility 
of movement of NPs into subject position. The situation here is the 
opposite of that for internal argument positions, since these may never be 
non-thematic, due to the Projection Principle. Given these theoretical 
considerations, structures such as (l), can be derived via the process of 
"Raising to Subject". 1 
(1) a. Turco seems to have been kept in a cage. 
b. Prospero appears to be an autocratic father. 
c. That flea is likely to bite Donne and his friend. 
Verbs such as "seem", "appear", etc. are considered to have a lexical 
entry with a single propositional argument, which appears as an internal 
argument at D-structure . 
1. For more detailed discussions of Raising constructions, see M. 
Anderson (1979,1983) and Chomsky (1985) . 
( 2 )  IIP [w seems [-(that) Turco was kept in a cage] ] ] 
The structure above is rendered grammatical by the insertion of the 
expletive element - it, which is coindexed with the internal argument (see 
Chapter 5). 
(3) [It [seems [(that) Turco was kept in a cage]]] 
There is another possibility for verbs such as - seem however, which is 
that they appear with an internal argument which is an IP, rather than a 
CP . 
( 4 )  IIP VP seems IIP Turco to have been kept in a cage] 
Here, the Case Filter rules out "it-insertion" as a possible derivation, 
since the embedded subject does not receive Case in its clause. However, 
as with Passive objects, it is possible for the NP in question to receive 
Case by Movement to Subject position, as in (1) . If the embedded 
complement is IP this movement results in a well-formed chain, since it 
does not violate subjacency, nor does the relation between the raised NP 
and its trace violate the Binding Theory. 
(5) [ Turco [seems [t to have been kept in a cage]]] 
- 
In other languages, we find non-thematic subject constructions with 
different characteristics than the well-known English Raising to Subject 
constructions. We turn to these now. 
3.3 Non-thematic Subjects via ""tough-Movement" 
3.3.1 Kipsigas Non-thematic Subjects 
In the previous chapter we introduced the Kipsigas non-thematic subject 
constructions. It was noted that non-thematic subjects as well as BCM'd 
objects may be coreferential with embedded objects as well as subjects. 
"This is seen below. 2 
(6) a.ka' -t&t$ J & ~ E : ~  [k6' ti1 h . 2  - t] 
past-continue meats(S) 3s.Sub-cut Musa 
'Musa continued to cut the meats" (J&O, 32 .c) 
A \ 
b. ny&u k&:nd6'[ k6 - A s  Mu:sa] 
necessary woman (S) 3s. sub beat Musa 
"It is necessary for the woman to beat Musa." (J&0,33a) 
In order to explain the fact that the relation between the non-thematic 
subject and the theta position with which it is coindexed does not obey the 
Binding Theory, nor the condition which disallows Case marked theta 
positions in A-chains, we tentatively suggested that this relation, like 
the one created by ECM movement, involved a movement of a thematic NP to 
(or the generation of a non-thematic NP in) an A-bar position such as 
2. See notes in Chapter 2 for information on Kipsigas data sources. 
SPTC2, a s  shown below. 
(7)  mi. . . [ e c  I . .  .ec i . . .] 1 
While i t  is c l e a r  t h a t  sen tences  such a s  ( 7 )  do not  involve Raising t o  
Sub jec t ,  as def ined  i n  t h e  previous  s e c t i o n ,  i t  is also t r u e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  
problems with a movement t o  SPEC2 a n a l y s i s .  
The observa t ion  leading  to  t h i s  conclusion is t h a t  BCM movement is 
p o s s i b l e  from a c l a u s e  from which Movement t o  Subject  has  a l s o  occurred.  3 
( 8 )  i -n$lU [k6 -mac-an - ~i~l&$t ' / Â  
2s-necessary, 3s -want-Is Kiplangat (S)  
\ 2- m & - ~ n l l  - - 1s -beat-2s I] 
' I t  is necessary  t h a t  Kiplangat want t h a t  I beat you" 
(J&0, 45b) 
This  s t r u c t u r e  shows t h a t  ECM movement can not  be t o  the same A-bar 
p o s i t i o n  which ~ o v e m e n t  to Subjec t  u ses ,  s i n c e  i t  is reasonable to  assume 
that an ECM'd NP " f i l l s "  SPEC2 i n  such a way t h a t  it is no t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
3. We w i l l  use  t he  term "Movement t o  Subject"  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  
under d i scuss ion ,  t h a t  is, t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  which a non-thematic NP a c t s  
as a s u b j e c t  of a verb ,  and is coindexed with an embedded thematic  NP 
p o s i t i o n .  We do  n o t ,  however, commit our se lves  to t h e  c l a im  t h a t  t h i s  
cons t ruc t ion  involves  a c t u a l  movement i n t o  t h e  non-thematic s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n ,  indeed, i t  w i l l  become clear t h a t  we cons ider  t h i s  NP t o  be 
base-generated i n  t he  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  Furthermore, it is not  e n t i r e l y  
clear whether any movement a t  a l l  takes p lace  i n  t hese  cons t ruc t ions ,  
s i n c e ,  as pointed o u t  i n  t h e  previous  c h a p t e r ,  i t  is poss ib l e  t h a t  they  do  
n o t  involve  any movement a t  a l l ,  and t h a t  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  involves the  
coindexing of a base-generated pronoun with an empty opera tor  which is base 
generated i n  SPEC, and with a non-thematic s u b j e c t  NP. 
o t h e r  elements.  This  is supported by the  f a c t  t h a t  BCM is not  p o s s i b l e  
twice from a c l a u s e  i n  any of t h e  languages examined. 4 
We a r e  l e f t  t o  determine which in te rmedia te  p o s i t i o n  is u t i l i z e d  in  
Movement t o  Subjec t .  There a r e  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  an a d d i t i o n a l  SPEC, 
(SPEC3), which would appear ( s i n c e  ECM movement i n  most languages must be 
t o  a p o s i t i o n  ad jacen t  to t h e  ve rb  f o r  Case reasons)  between SPEC2 (when it  
is p r e s e n t )  and the  ope ra to r  p o s i t i o n  SPEC1; o r  i n  t h e  opera tor  p o s i t i o n  
SPEC1. 
( 9 )  a *  mi lspg;; [spE3 SCi LSPECl [ . . . . -i e c  . . . ] 
b. mi... e c .  [ . . . . e c . . . . ]  
 SPEC^ [SPS'~ -1 -1 
There a r e  s e v e r a l  reasons  f o r  cons ider ing  Movement to Subject  t o  involve 
movement i n t o  SPBC1 (as i n  ( 9 b ) ,  t h e  p o s i t i o n  f o r  wh-operators. F i r s t ,  we 
have claimed above t h a t  BCM ve rbs  i n  languages such a s  Kipsigas,  F i j i a n ,  
Niuean, ( a l s o  Blackfoot ,  James Bay Cree, e t  a l . )  a r e  those  which 
subca tegor ize  f o r  a complement which t akes  a second SPEC p o s i t i o n .  This is 
necessary  i n  o rde r  to  exp la in  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  some languages, 
4. There is one language t h a t  counterexempl i f ies  t h e  c la im t h a t  ECM 
movement may only  occur  once from a c l a u s e ,  which is Quechua, d i scussed  i n  
Lefebvre and Muysken(1982) ( s ee  also Gole & Hennon,1979,1981). This  may be 
due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Quechua, excep t iona l ly ,  a l lows  s t r u c t u r a l  Case to  be 
ass igned  to  any number of NPs (o r  o the r  c a t e g o r i e s ) .  In most c a s e s ,  a 
s i n g l e  Case may be ass igned  on ly  t o  one NP, un le s s  c e r t a i n  o the r  cond i t i ons  
hold.  This  w i l l  be d iscussed  i n  Chapter 4 .  
not all [+CAI verbs are able to effect EGM. (That is, not any complement 
clause may take a SPEC2 position.) The result of this subcategorization 
view combined with the Subjacency constraint on ECM movement, is that ECM 
movement may take place only from a clause which is immediately embedded 
under a clause containing an ECM verb (i.e. a verb which subcategorizes 
for a complement which takes a second SPEC). Note that this does not 
disallow subsequent BCM movement, it simply enforces a two-step derivation 
with ECM movement applied twice, in sentences such as (10). This 
enforcement is desired since agreement is obligatory on the intermediate 
verb. 
/Â ' L 'Ã \ ^ -' - Â ¥ >  (10) a. 0 -mCt -i:n [kO -yay -In KIplaqat t 
1s. -w t-2s ,0bj 3s .-make-2E&j Kiplangat (s) 
[kd -tI an- ~n  M ~ : S S  -t 1 1  
3s. -cu t-2s, 0b j Musa 
"I want that Kiplangat make that Musa cut you." 
(J&0116.c) 
NOTE: (10) is ungrammatical without the object agreement 
In on %akel' 
-
This situation does not obtain in the case of Movement to Subject, which 
is unbounded. Thus it is possible to move an NP to subject out of a clause 
which is not subordinate to a clause containing a Movement to Subject verb, 
across this intervening clause to become subject of the clause dominating 
the intervening clause, as in (lla) , although it may also move successively 
as in (llb) . 
(11) a. (long-distance) A /Â 
k -a: -t~st2 [kO -nyolu 
past-is.~ub-continue pro 3:Sub-necessary 
[ k ~  -mas -an ~Iplzqat (t 
3s. sub-beat-lC0b-j Kiplangat (5) (J&O, 43.a) 
"It continued for it to be necessary for Kiplangat 
to beat me." 
b. (successive rai.si~g) s A / 
k -I?: -tEsta [i: - -nyOlu t 
past 2s. Sub-continye 2s. sub-necessary 
1 :  -ti1 - t panyE:k] ] 
2K~ub-cut meats 
"It continued to be necessary for you to cut the meats."(J&O,37.c) 
If Movement to Subject were considered to involve a movement to a SPBC3 
position, there would be a contradiction between BCM movement and Movement 
to Subject with respect to what constraints are necessary on the 
possibility of generation of clauses containing extra SPEC positions. Cft 
the one hand, ECM movement tells us this generation must be lexically 
governed (in the traditional sense), whereas Movement to Subject tells us 
that the generation may occur in any clause. Given that there is already 
freedom of generation of SPEC1 position, necessary to allow the possibility 
of extraction of Wh-elements from clauses (which is generally allowed, 
subject to other constraints), we have a ready solution to the 
contradiction, which is to consider that Movement to Subject is movement 
through SPEC1. 
An apparent objection to this analysis is that Movement to subject is 
possible twice from the same clause in Kipsigas. 
\ s (12) i - w ~ ~  [ a  -nyOIU [ i :  - tn-&I t tll 
2s. Sub-hard 1s. Sub-necessary 2s. sub-cut-1s. Ob j 
" I t  is hard fo r  i t  t o  be necessary f o r  you t o  c u t  me" 
("You a r e  hard f o r  I am n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  you c u t  me") 
( J & O ,  44a) 
Thus i t  appears  t h a t  Movement t o  Subject  does not  obey Subjacency, i . e .  
i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  move from what should be a Wh-island. ' However, t he  
s t r e n g t h  of t h i s  ob jec t ion  depends on the  gene ra l  obedience t o  Subjacency 
by Wh-movement i n  t h i s  language. The a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  on t h i s  p o i n t  a r e  not  
ex t ens ive  f o r  ~ i ~ s i ~ a s .  However, d a t a  from Nandi (Creider  ,1979) , a very  
c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  language suggest  t h a t  Wh-movement is not  gene ra l ly  
cons t r a ined  by Subjacency i n  Kipsigas,  s i n c e  such is the  case  i n  Nandi. In 
Nandi, Creider  n o t e s ,  i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  r e l a t i v i z e  an NP which is wi th in  a 
r e l a t i v e  c l ause .  7 
5. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t hese  examples could be considered to obey Subjacency, 
with t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  Kipsigas a l lows  two elements  i n  SPEC. 
6. I am g r a t e f u l  t o  D. Odden, f o r  reviewing h i s  f i e l d  notes  f o r  m e  on t h i s  
p o i n t .  
7. Cre ider  also g ives  an example of r e l a t i v i z a t i o n  Â£ra an embedded 
ques t ion ,  however, i n  t h i s  case the  embedded ques t ion  involves  an i n  s i t u  
-- ques t ion  word, and hence is no t  expected t o  c r e a t e  a Wh-island. Questions 
are formed e i t h e r  i n  s i t u  o r  by f ron t ing  by c l e f t i n g ,  where t h e  Wh word is 
-- 
t h e  p r e d i c a t e ,  and t h e  r e s t  of the  sen tence ,  a r e l a t i v e  c l ause .  Creider  
a l s o  n o t e s  t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  is poss ib l e  from a conjoined s t r u c t u r e .  
(13) Nandi / Â¥- 
n i k6 cE :pyO: s E : t ne 
this (ace), woman (acc),rel 
ne ki :kA:c'? kl tz:p~:t 
rel(acc) Past give book (ace) 
"This is the woman that I know 
her/ she gave a book to." 
\ 
A:nken ci:tA 
) I know person(acc (ace
the person that gave a book to 
It seems then, that Movement to Subject shares its general 
characteristics with Wh-movement. There remain problems. How is it 
possible for a non-Wh lexical NP to move into SPEC, which we have reserved 
(see Chapter 2) for operators? And secondly, even if this were possible, 
how is it that the NP moved to (or generated in) the operator position is 
able to move from this position to subject position in sentences such as 
(11) , (12) etc? 
This type of movement~from A-bar to A positions~has been termed 
"improper movement", and has been ruled out by the consideration of 
variables (locally SPEC1 bound) as r-expressions, and hence subject to 
Condition C of the Binding Theory, as below (where "movement chain" 
subsumes A and A-bar chains, and is not equivalent to "chain" as defined in 
chapter 5 and assumed here). 8 
(14) Binding Theory Condition C 
An r-expression must be free (in the domain of the head of 
its movement chain) . 
8. This version of Condition C also rules out "strong crossover" cases such 
as: "Whn did she show the garden to Dickon?". This will be discussed 
- -
below. 
Furthermore, such movement violates the condition on A-chains, since in 
the improper movement configuration, a chain headed by an A-position, has 
as its tail, a (Case marked) trace or resurnptive pronoun. 
Â¥Hi major problem with considering Kipsigas Movement to Subject to 
involve movement from SPEC to subject position comes from the fact that in 
allowing such movement we must take care not to also allow "improper 
movement" in other cases, such as in French ECM sentences, and English 
sentences such as (15). 
(15) a. *I Qui [ t 6tai t cru [ t [ t &re malade] ] ] ] 
w h o a s  believed to be sick? 
b. *[Who [ t was said [t [ t had peeled that log]]? 
- - - - 
c. *Mary seems [ t [ t lived in Shetland] 
- - 
d. *Rum -seems [ t [ that [ Jim was asked for t]]] 
- - 
Rather than attempting to devise two versions of Condition C ,  and two 
versions of the chain conditions, (one for English, French, and other 
languages, and one to allow Kipsigas constructions such as (11) or (12) ) , 
let us consider an alternative analysis of Kipsigas Movement to Subject. 
In doing so, we will turn to constructions which bear a resemblance to 
Kipsigas Movement to Subject constructions, namely English "Tough" 
constructions. We note that, among the Movement to Subject verbs in 
Kipsigas , James Bay Cree, and Blackfoot, among other languages which 
exhibit structures like the Kipsigas examples above, are the verbs 
difficult and easy. 9 
\ / 
(16) a. wby [ k0-tIl &::a pe:ndO ] 
hard 3s cut Musa (S) meat 
"It is hard for Musa to cut the meat." (J&0,2Ba) 
Â¥ / 
b. wfiy 6 :nd6 I ko-tll MU':& I 
hard meat (S) 3s cut Musa(S) 
"The meat is hard for Musa to cut ." (J&) ,28b) 
1 . f  'Â I. /Â /- I '  
d. rOisi [ k0-tll &:sa panyE:k ] 
easy 3s cut Musa(S) meat (pi) (J&0, 32b) 
I t  is easy for Musa to cut the meats." 
easy meat (pi) ( S )  3s cut Musa(S) (J&O, 32b) 
"The meats are easy for Musa to cut." 
(17) James Bay Cree 10 
--- 
a. a1ime:li-ht-a:kwan kih8i mi1owe:li-m- ak me:ri 
hard TI 11 (0) sub. like TA 1-3 Mary 
"It is hard for me to like Mary." (J,2) 
b. a1ime:li-ht-a:kosi-w m:ri kihEi mi1owe:li-m -ak 
hard TI A1 3 Mary sub like TA 1-3 
''Mary is hard for me to like." (J,5) 
a. Iksikkinisi-wa [koko'siksi ot-ak-anists-iksimsstaahsi 
easy(inan)-3s your:kids 3-might-manner-think:subrd 
[kit-&k-sspinn-oki-hsi]]  
2-might-lift-2:l-subord 
"It's easy for your kids to think that you might lift me." 
9. In Blackfoot, only the verb for easy acts as a Tbugh verb. Epistemic 
type verbs act as E D l  verbs, as will be discussed further below. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, Blackfoot and James Bay Cree are complicated by 
their nonconfigurational character. 
10. These examples are from James (1979) . 
11. These examples are f ran Frantz (1980) . 
b. Nits-ikkinissi [k~kolsiksi ot-~hkanistsiksimsstaahsi 
l-easy (aim) 
[kit~hksspinnokihsi]]] 
'I'm easy for your kids to think that you might lift me " 
(F120) 
3.3.2 English Ttough Movement 
(19) a. The people united are hard to defeat. 
b. Bad poems are easy to write. 
Tough sentences such as those above, are interesting constructions which 
came with a host of problems that have yet to be satisfactorily 
explained.12 Par instance, among the questions to be explained in a full 
analysis are: Why must the embedded subject be PRO?, or phrased 
differently, Why must the embedded complementizer position be empty (i.e. 
it cannot contain - for), and non-tensed?. And further: Why must the 
extracted element be the object? 
(20) a. *The people united are hard for the tyrants for 
their mercenaries to beat. 
b. *Good poems were difficult (for Tennyson) (that) he 
12. For more detailed discussions of the properties of lough Movement see 
Bennan (1974) , Bennan & Szamosi (1972) , Browning (1984) , 
Chomsky (l973,l977,l98l) , Goodall (1984) , Ha'ik (1985) , Lasnik & Fiengo (1974) , 
J.Levin (1984) , Manzini (1983) , Montalbetti , Saito & Travis (1983) , 
Nanni(1978), Williams(1983), and references therein. My discussion of 
Tough Movement owes much to Browning1s(1984) paper, in which she outlines 
many of the problems with Chomsky1s(1981) approach. Her analysis, however, 
differs from the one outlined here in that she considers the matrix subject 
of Tough constructions to be thematic. 
wrote. 
c. *Bad poems are easy to be written. 
We will not attempt a full explanation here of these questions, although 
we will point out ways in which Tough constructions differ across 
languages, which indicates that the above properties should be considered 
due to language specific constraints rather than as potentially universal 
aspects of Tough Movement. Rather than present a full analysis of Itough, 
we will concentrate on the "theta paradox" of Tough sentences, which 
results from the constraint on improper movement. Ihis problem is 
described below. 
A central characteristic of Tough adjectives, is that they may appear 
with an expletive subject, or with a lexical NP which is coreferential with 
the (empty) object of the embedded clause. Thus, both (21a) and (21b) are 
acceptable. 
(21) a. It is hard to fool Miss Silver . 
b. Miss Silver is hard to fool. 
In order to capture the fact that these two sentences have the same 
meaning (as far as thematic meaning is concerned), it is desirable that 
they should have a uniform lexical entry.13 The problem comes from the 
fact that in (21a), the subject position is clearly non-thematic, and yet 
13. As mentioned above, Browning argues differently , considering "Tough" 
verbs to assign a theta role to their subjects. Others who argue this are 
Haik (1985) and Williams (1983) . 
as is shown i n  (21b) ,  a l e x i c a l  NP may occur here .  This  l e x i c a l  NP, 
however, cannot have o r i g i n a t e d  in  t he  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  and have moved t o  
s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  s i n c e  d i r e c t  movement is ru l ed  o u t  by Condition A ,  and 
movement v i a  SPK by Condition c.14 It must then be l e x i c a l l y  i n s e r t e d .  
This  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t he  verbs  i n  ques t ion  have d u a l  l e x i c a l  e n t r i e s ,  one i n  
which t h e  verb a s s igns  no t h e t a  r o l e  t o  i ts  s u b j e c t ,  and one i n  which i t  
a s s i g n s  a t h e t a  r o l e  t o  its s u b j e c t  and where t h e r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  occurs  
i n t e r n a l  movement. Chomsky r e f e r s  t o  t h i s  a s  " the  paradox of t h e t a  
theory".  In Chomsky(1981) t h i s  problem is resolved by r e a n a l y s i s ,  a 
p roces s  which adds a monostring t o  t he  phrase marker of a sentence.  (See 
Chomsky,1957, and Lasnik and Kupin,1977, Manzini,1983, Goodall,1984.) 
The underlying s t r u c t u r e  of both sen tences  is considered t o  be as i n  
(22) ec ...[ [ PRO t o  f o o l  - NP I ]  
14. Chomsky (1981) ( c f  . Lasni k & Fiengo,1974) argues t h a t  Tbugh s u b j e c t s  
d i f f e r  from r a i s e d  s u b j e c t s  i n  t h a t  they cannot be an idiom chunk which 
o therwise  can be moved t r ans fo rma t iona l ly :  "*Good c a r e  is hard t o  t ake  of 
t h e  orphans." However, when dea l ing  with a v a r i e t y  of languages, t h i s  test 
a g a i n s t  r a i s i n g  is t r i c k y ,  s i n c e  not  a l l  idioms can appear i n  r a i s i n g  
cons t ruc t ions  ("*The bucket seems t o  have been k icked ." ) ,  and s i n c e  ( a s  
Lasnik & Fiengo note)  some idioms a r e  amenable to Tough Movement ("?Headway 
is hard to  make on t h e s e  problems .") . It is d i f f i c u l t  to know the  s t a t u s  
of any given idiom i n  t h e  languages under d i scuss ion ,  hence t h e i r  behaviour 
is n o t  a r e l i a b l e  test f o r  t h e  type of  cons t ruc t ion  involved i n  
non-thematic sub jec t  sen tences .  
I n  t h e  case o f  ( 2 1 a ) ,  NP i s  Miss S i l v e r .  In  ( 2 1 b ) ,  i t  is an empty 
- 
e lement  ( p o s s i b l y  PRO, Chomsky,1981 s u g g e s t s ,  b u t  see below) , which moves 
t o  t h e  CCMP (=SPEC) p s i t i o n  of t h e  emkdded c l a u s e .  Easy t o  p l e a s e  is 
reana lyzed  as i n  ( 2 3 ) ,  and t h e  m a t r i x  s u b j e c t  is  coindexed wi th  t h e  t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n  empty c a t e g o r y ,  which is n o t  Case marked or governed by t h e  v e r b ,  
by f r e e  coindexing.  I f  empty c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  i n t e r p r e t e d  c o n t e x t u a l l y ,  t h e  
empty c a t e g o r y  can be c o n s i d e r e d  an NP trace, bound ( w i t h i n  i ts  governing 
c a t e g o r y ,  a f t e r  r e a n a l y s i s )  by t h e  m a t r i x  s u b j e c t  NP. Hence t h e  m a t r i x  
s u b j e c t  g e t s  i ts t h e t a  role by v i r t u e  o f  being i n  a c h a i n  wi th  a t h e t a  
marked t r a c e ,  i n  t h e  u s u a l  f a s h i o n .  Both t h e  reana lyzed  s t r u c t u r e  and t h e  
D - s t r u c t u r e  are a v a i l a b l e  f o r  S - s t r u c t u r e  p r o c e s s e s .  15 
(23)  Johni is [ [ e a s y  to p l e a s e ]  t . ]  
-1 
S i n c e  t h e  l e x i c a l  NP i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  d o e s  n o t  a r r i v e  t h e r e  v i a  
movement, and y e t  h a s  n o  d i r e c t  t h e t a  role, Chomsky proposes  t h a t  l e x i c a l  
i n s e r t i o n  be al lowed to o p e r a t e  f r e e l y  a t  bo th  D-s t ructure  and 
S - s t r u c t u r e .  Thus, the non-thematic s u b j e c t  NP is i n s e r t e d  a t  
S - s t r u c t u r e .  T h i s  is n e c e s s a r y ,  s i n c e ,  Chomsky n o t e s ,  t h e  Theta C r i t e r i o n  
r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  l e x i c a l l y  f i l l e d  a t  D-structure be t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n s .  As no ted  above,  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e  i n s e r t e d  s u b j e c t  is 
l i c e n s e d  due  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it is i n  an A-chain c o n f i g u r a t i o n  wi th  the 
-.--------- 
15. This is n e c e s s a r y ,  s i n c e  lough c o n s t r u c t i o n s  l i c e n s e  p a r a s i t i c  g a p s ,  as 
i n :  "These d a f f o d i l s  were h a r d  t o  walk by wi thou t  buying." 
embedded object empty category. 
There are several problems with this analysis (cf. Browning,1984, 
Manzini,1983). For example, it might appear to acccount for the 
observations above, namely that TtÃˆ ug Movement must involve an empty PRO 
subject, and an empty operator (hence the ungrammaticality of (24)), since 
reanalysis can be stipulated to occur only over elements which are not 
r-expressions (Chmsky,1981). 16 
(24) *Gamin is hard who to tempt. 
However, as Browning(1984) points out, this is a stipulation, since 
reanalysis should work blindly, referring only to the trace of operator 
movement in the complement. And further, Browning notes, with this 
stipulation we might still expect reanalysis to be possible in structures 
such as (25). 
(25) a. *Gamin is easy to be virtuous. 
b. *Gawain is hard to be tempted. 
There are some other problems also. The reanalysis account requires 
that the lexical NP inserted in subject position must be able to form a 
16. Levin(1984) accounts for the fact that Tough sentences must have empty 
operators by assuming empty operators to be PRO, and hence necessarily 
ungoverned, in contrast with overt operators which must be governed. She 
assumes the embedded sentence in Tbugh constructions to not be a 
complement, and hence to be ungoverned. 
t h e t a  c h a i n  wi th  the NP t r a c e  of t h e  lowest c l a u s e .  Th is  c h a i n  fo rmat ion  
is n o t  p e r m i t t e d  i n  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  Chomsky(1981,1984) (which we assume 
h e r e ) ,  where c h a i n s  a r e  d e f i n e d  a s  a " h i s t o r y  of movement" (Chomsky,1984). 
Hence some mechanism o t h e r  t h a n  t h o s e  p rov ided  by a t h e o r y  o f  A-chains is 
n e c e s s a r y  to allow t h e  empty c a t e g o r y  to be i n t e r p r e t e d  ( i .e .  to have an 
a n t e c e d e n t )  and t o  l i c e n s e  t h e  non-thematic NP i n  Tough c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  there is a p o t e n t i a l  problem with  t h e  i n s e r t i o n  o f  
m a t e r i a l  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  s i n c e  as Browning n o t e s  ( c i t i n g  Jones ,1983,  and 
Lasnik  p .c . )  t h e  m a t e r i a l  i n s e r t e d  can be a complex NP, or a c l a u s e .  Both 
o f  t h e s e  e n t a i l  t h a t  t h e t a  roles are a s s i g n e d  w i t h i n  t h e  c a t e g o r y  i n s e r t e d ,  
and hence t h i s  c a t e g o r y  is r e q u i r e d  to  also have a D-structure 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  which is independent  of t h e  D - s t r u c t u r e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f o r  
the m a t r i x  s e n t e n c e .  T h i s  r e q u i r e s  a g e n e r a l i z e d  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  
form proposed i n  Chomsky(1957), and l a t e r  r e j e c t e d  i n  favour o f  r e c u r s i v e  
r u l e s  (a l though  see Goodal l ,1984)  . 
(26)  a. [That  Hal r e j e c t e d  F a l s t a f f ]  is hard  to f o r g i v e .  
b .  [The cream p u f f s  which a r e  s o l d  i n  the tuck  shop] 
are hard f o r  B e s s i e  Eunter to resist.  
Browning f u r t h e r  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  s t r u c t u r e s  o f  t h e  form o f  (27) are a l s o  
p r o b l e m a t i c ,  s i n c e  t h e y  i n v o l v e  r a i s i n g  o f  an NP which is n o t  p r e s e n t  u n t i l  
(27)  Duddy seems t o  be hard t o  p l ease .  
An a d d i t i o n a l  problem discussed  by Browning is t h a t  t h e  r e a n a l y s i s  
theory  r equ i r e s  t h a t  an empty ca tegory  change s t a t u s  during a d e r i v a t i o n .  
(Indeed i t  must maintain two s t a t u s e s  s imultaneously.)  This is because t h e  
t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  empty ca tegory  is an NP-trace [+anaphoric/-pronominal] in  
t h e  reanalyzed s t r u c t u r e ,  bu t  is an A-bar t r a c e  [-anaphoric/-pronominal] i n  
t h e  non-reanalyzed s t r u c t u r e .  Yet Brody(1983) and Chomsky(1984,1985) and 
Sport iche(1983) argue t h a t  t o  al low such changes i n  s t a t u s  is untenable.  
Browning no te s  t h a t  t he  r e s o l u t i o n  of t he  t h e t a  problem is the  main 
argument f o r  a r e a n a l y s i s  a n a l y s i s  f o r  Tough cons t ruc t ions .  We have seen  
t h a t  t he  same t h e t a  problem e x i s t s  f o r  languages o the r  than English,  such 
a s  Kipsigas,  and also Blackfoot and James Bay Cree, i n  some c a s e s  with 
p r e d i c a t e s  o t h e r  than t h e  "Tough" type. In t h e  c a s e  of Kipsigas,  according 
to Jake & Odden, t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  a r e  p o s s i b l e  with any ve rb  which takes 
a s i n g l e  s e n t e n t i a l  argument. Yet i n  t h e s e  languages, "Tough Movement" is 
p o s s i b l e  from s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  as wel l  a s  from o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  as well  as 
from sentences  with o v e r t  complementizers. Thus, r e a n a l y s i s  is n o t  s o  
17.  Browning admits t h a t  a s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  problem m u l d  be t o  raise the  
nonthematic empty element ,  and then i n s e r t  t h e  NP, which m u l d  then  be 
"acc identa l ly"  coindexed with the  in te rmedia te  s u b j e c t  pos i t i on .  
feasible an analysis in these languages. l8 It seems then , that a 
reanalysis explanation for the theta problem is not the correct approach, 
if we want to account for these constructions cross-linguistically. 
There is an alternative analysis for these constructions, which does not 
run into the problems outlined above. In this analysis, the non-thematic 
subject is considered to be base generated in the matrix subject position. 
It is then, by free indexing, coindexed with an operator in the embedded 
COMP, which has been moved from (or is coindexed with) an empty category in 
a theta position. 
This analysis, we note, does not require a change of status of an empty 
category since the theta position contains a SPEC bound trace at every 
level other than D-structure.'' It also allows us to maintain the notion 
of chains as history, since the relationship between the lexical subject 
18. Similarly, 
in Ibugh constr 
infinitival in 
J.Levin1s(1984) analysis which accounts for why the operator 
uctions must be empty (see note 16) depends on the 
Tough constructions not being a complement of the 'Ibugh 
adjectival, which is somewhat less intuitive when the predicates involved 
include, as they do in Kipsigas according to Jake and Odden, every 
predicate which takes a single sentential argument. 
19. We are assuming that no change in features takes place between 
D-structure and S-structure either, that is, that empty operators are 
defined at S-structure as empty categories in operator positions, and at 
D-structure as empty categories in theta positions or in SPEC which are 
either pro ( [+pronominal/-anaphor ic] ) , an r - expression 
([-pronminal/-anaphoric]), or as featureless for these features. 
Levin(1984) gives arguments that empty operators are PRO. We don't allow 
this because PRO would be governed (see note above). 
and the empty operator need not be considered a chain (see below). And 
finally, it avoids the problem of introducing generalized transformations. 
We must ask now what repercussions this analysis has for theta theory. 
In fact, a new conception of D-structure, and the Theta Criterion is 
required which will account for the data discussed in Chapter 2 also. 
Chomsky(1981) considers a strong version of the Theta Criterion, whereby 
every theta role must be assigned, and every argument chain must have a 
theta role. 
Iheta-Criterion 
Given the structure f ,  there is a set K of chains, K = {Ci}, 
where Ci =[A ...,a 1, such that: 1 n i 
(I) if * is an arguyent of S, then there is a Ci 6 K 
such that Â¥ = a . and a theta role is assigned to Ci 
by exactly one position P. 
(ii) if P is a position of S marked with the theta role R, 
then there isia Ci f K to which P assigns R, and 
exactly one in C. is an argument. j 1 
The projection Principle and the Theta Criterion work together so that 
...The Projection Principle determines, on the basis of lexical 
properties, what are the configurations that appear at each syntactic level 
(LF, D-structure, S-structure); [and] the Theta Criterion determines the 
elements that appear in these conÂ igurat ions. " (Chcansky ,1981 ,p .335) . By 
the Projection Principle, the Theta-Criterion must be met at every level. 
At D-structure, each chain will have only one member. Since D-structure is 
defined as "the pure representation of GF-theta", then , "arguments [will] 
appear in every theta-position and nowhere else, . . . I  and] only the null 
category. . .will appear in a non-theta psi tion, excluding other 
arguments. " (Chomsky, 1981,p. 335) 
In order to account for English Tough constructions, as well as the 
constructions with non-thematic subjects which we have seen in other 
languages, we propose that D-structure be considered to be a less pure 
representation of @-theta, and that a weaker Theta-criterion is required, 
which requires arguments to be present in all theta-positions, but which 
says nothing about any non-theta positions, such as A-bar positions, and, 
in sane cases, subject positions. This Theta Criterion will include clause 
(ii), but not clause (i) of the above. D-structure in this view consists 
of X' principled structure, and lexical insertion. The Projection 
Principle insures that theta properties of all inserted items will be 
structurally realized. The Theta Criterion requires that for every theta 
role assigned by an element, there is an argument inserted at D-structure, 
in the position to which the theta role is assigned. 
We have claimed that at D-structure, nothing constrains the insertion of 
lexical items into non-theta positions. However, at LF, the Principle of 
Full Interpretation (Chomsky,1985) requires that all positions be 
interpreted, and to be interpreted, licensed. We consider that all 
positions which are canplements or subjects must form chains (see Chapter 
5) and that all chains must be licensed in a particular way which we can 
call The ta - l i censed .  A c h a i n  can  be l i c e n s e d  by c o n t a i n i n g  a t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n ,  ( t h a t  is, by s a t i s f y i n g  c l a u s e  ( i )  o f  t h e  t h e t a  C r i t e r i o n  of 
Chomsky,1981) or by forming a composed c h a i n  wi th  a c h a i n  which d o e s  
i n c l u d e  an element  i n  a t h e t a  Chain ,  i .e by being t h e t a - l i n k e d .  
The ta - l ink ing ,  is t h u s  t h e  l i c e n s i n g  f a c t o r  f o r  t h e  non-thematic s u b j e c t s  
i n  Tough c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  as it is f o r  t h e  EEM'd NP i n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r .  
Note t h a t  t h e r e  is a d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  t h e t a  c h a i n  composi t ion a t  
LF d i s c u s s e d  i n  the p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r  f o r  ECM c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and t h a t  
d i s c u s s e d  h e r e ,  i n  t h a t  i n  Chapter 2 i t  was determined t h a t  a non-thematic 
c h a i n  can  n o t  be l i c e n s e d  by composi t ion wi th  an A-bar c h a i n ,  which 
a c c o u n t s  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between an BCM'd e lement  and t h e  
t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  wi th  which i t  is coindexed is bounded. In lough Movement, 
t h e  e x a c t  o p p o s i t e  s i t u a t i o n  h o l d s ,  where t h e  non-thematic c h a i n  is 
canpos ing  a t h e t a  c h a i n  a t  LF with an A-bar c h a i n ,  and where t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between t h e  non-thematic s u b j e c t  and t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  wi th  which i t  is 
coindexed is unbounded. 
Keeping t h e  above c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  mind, we  n o t e  n e x t  t h a t  Tough 
Movement is, i n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  s e n s e ,  a verb-governed o p e r a t i o n ,  i n  t h a t  
n o t  a l l  v e r b s  allow it. For i n s t a n c e ,  French Ra is ing  to S u b j e c t  v e r b s  such 
as sernbler "seem" d o  n o t ,  hence t h e  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  o f  the (a) s e n t e n c e  
below, even though ( b )  is a c c e p t a b l e .  2 0 
(29)  a .*Pasca l .  m e .  semble [ t .  [ PRO. a v o i r  r e n c o n t r e  t ] 
"~asca l  seems to m e  t o h a v e  m e t "  -1 
( " P a s c a l  seems to  me t h a t  I have met . I f )  
b .  I1 m e .  semble [ [ PRO. a v o i r  r e n c o n t r e  P a s c a l ]  ] 
"It stems to me to  have met P a s c a l .  " 
(It  seems to me t h a t  I have met P a s c a l . )  
We c a n  t h u s  c o n s i d e r  lough v e r b s  to  be t h o s e  which have t h e  p r o p e r t y  o f  
having non-thematic s u b j e c t s  which can be l i c e n s e d  by t h e  c h a i n  composi t ion 
a t  LF, n o t  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and an A-chain, b u t  r a t h e r ,  between t h e  
s u b j e c t  and an A-bar c h a i n .  But f o r  t h i s  p r o p e r t y ,  Tough c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a r e  
i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  the same way wi th  respect to  t h e t a  t h e o r y ,  as ECM 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  That  i s ,  a non-thematic s u b j e c t  i n  a c h a i n  C forms a 
canposed t h e t a  c h a i n  (C3)  a t  LF w i t h  a c h a i n  (C2) which c o n t a i n s  a t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n .  The t a i l  o f  C and t h e  head o f  C2 must be s u b j a c e n t  i n  t h e  s e n s e  
20. I u s e  t h e  French example s i n c e  i n  Engl i sh  a Ra is ing  to S u b j e c t  v e r b  
would have n o  c o n t r o l l e r  f o r  an embedded PRO i n  a s e n t e n c e  such as: "*Wendy 
seems [ [  PRO to t e a c h  t o  f l y  t I ] " ,  and s i n c e  f o r  i n f i n i t i v a l s ,  and t e n s e d  
-
c l a u s e s  are f o r  some independen t  reason  r u l e d  o u t  i n  Tough c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  
E n g l i s h .  The French example is m i l d l y  undermined by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  French 
d o e s  n o t  have Tough Movement o f  the form d i s c u s s e d  h e r e .  I. Ha'ik (p .c.) 
in fo rms  me  t h a t  Tough Movement i n  French is bounded. T h i s  is t r u e  i n  
I t a l i a n  also ( c f .  R i z z i , 1 9 8 2 ) .  In the t h e o r y  o f  non-thematic s u b j e c t s  
o u t l i n e d  i n  this c h a p t e r ,  we would c o n s i d e r  Romance v e r b s  such as &re 
d i f f i c i l e  " t o  be d i f f i c u l t "  to  be ECM v e r b s  which are [-CAI, as we c o n s i d e r  
Niuean Ra is ing  t o  S u b j e c t  v e r b s  to be i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n .  The example is 
n o t  s e r i o u s l y  undermined, however, s i n c e  whatever p r o h i b i t s  a v e r b  i n  one 
language f ran governing a n  o p e r a t i o n ,  whi le  a l l o w i n g  a n o t h e r  to d o  so, 
presumably would be what r u l e s  o u t  a l l  v e r b s  from governing t h e  o p e r a t i o n  
i n  a n o t h e r  language.  
t h a t  o n l y  one b a r r i e r  may i n t e r v e n e .  C 2  must be an A-chain. Tbugh v e r b s  
have t h e  p r o p e r t y  of c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  SPEC which t h e y  govern a s  an 
A-posi t ion f o r  t h e  purposes  o f  LF t h e t a  c h a i n  canposit ion.21 We t h u s  
p ropose  t h e  f o l l o w i n g ,  where - K is ,  as above,  t h e  set of c h a i n s  i n  a 
s t r u c t u r e .  (What must c o n s t i t u t e  a cha in  i n  a s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  
i n  Chapter  5.) 
(30)  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  - of Cha ins  
For a Chain C. â K t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d ,  e i t h e r  
( i )  a t h e t a  $ole is a s s i g n e d  to C .  by e x a c t l y  one 
p o s i t i o n  P, or 1 
(i i)  Ci is LF-composed wi th  a Chain 5 K ,  where C, is i n t e r p r e t e d  by ( i )  o r  ( i i ) .  
S i n c e  t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  Ful l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  also r e q u i r e s  t h a t  o p e r a t o r s  
b ind  v a r i a b l e s ,  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  c l a u s e  ( i i )  above w i l l  be t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  a 
s u b j e c t  o f  a Ttough v e r b  which is n o t  i n  a c h a i n  wi th  a t h e t a  r o l e  w i l l  be 
coindexed wi th  an o p e r a t o r  which is i t s e l f  coindexed wi th  an e lement  wi th  a 
t h e t a  role. In t h e  case of tough v e r b s ,  t h e  opera to r /A-pos i t ion  c h a i n  w i l l  
be c o n s i d e r e d  an A-chain. 
T h i s  a n a l y s i s  l e a v e s  unsolved many p a r t i c u l a r  problems o f  Engl i sh  Tough 
Movement, such as t h o s e  mentioned above. It d o e s  however, p r o v i d e  a 
s o l u t i o n  t o  the t h e t a  paradox d i s c u s s e d  by Chomsky(1981). And, i t  a l l o w s  
21. The n o t i o n  t h a t  i t  is p r e c i s e l y  this p r o p e r t y  which d i s t i n g u i s h e s  Tough 
v e r b s  from E C M  v e r b s  and Ra is ing  to S u b j e c t  v e r b s  is due  t o  a c o n v e r s a t i o n  
w i t h  Kyle Johnson. 
for this same problem to be solved in a uniform way for a variety of 
languages which exhibit it and for constructions with a variety of verbs. 
3.3.3 Kipsigas Non-Thematic Subjects via 'Ibugh Movement 
With this answer to the improper movement and theta problem posed by 
Ehglish Tough constructions, we return briefly to the discussion of 
Kipsigas Movement to Subject constructions. We consider that the 
derivation of Movement to Subject sentences in Kipsigas is analogous to 
that of Tough constructions in Ehglish. We note howsver, that in Kipsigas, 
the movement of the operator takes place over an overt complementizer, and 
from either subject or object, or (in some cases) from oblique positions. 
As mentioned above, this suggests that the constraints on Tough Movement in 
English are due to language specific factors. 
Vow, the derivation for the sentences (6a, b) is as (31) . 2 2 
NP. . . I 1 . . . .ec] 1 mj.-. i fr, 
.-.t~l 
22. In fact, movement of an operator may be not involved in these Kipsigas 
constructions, as noted above. Instead, the operator might be 
base-generated in SPEC, with all else proceeding as discussed. This would 
possibly explain why operator movement does not obey Wh-island constraints 
in this language, as we observed above. Either way, the distinction 
between ECM "movement", which is bounded, and Tough Movement and 
Wh-mvement, which is not, is maintained. 
AS well as solving the Theta problem, this analysis explains the 
unboundedness of Kipsigas Movement to Subject (see preceding Note.) This 
is seen in English Tbugh Movement also, with sane constraints, as in (32). 
(32) a. This taro was hard to convince mko to buy. 
3.4 Non-thematic Subiects via ECM movement 
3.4.1 Niuean Movement to Subject 
Niuean constructions with non thematic subjects, as discussed in 
Seiter(1980), appear to be like those in Kipsigas, James Bay Cree, etc. as 
discussed above.23 That is, a non-thematic subject may derive its 
theta-reference by coindexation with an embedded non-subject. This fact 
rules out a Raising analysis for such structures, due to the Binding 
Theory, and suggests that a Tough Movement analysis should be proposed. 
Furthermore, among the verbs allowing non-thematic subjects in Niuean, 
shown in (33), are uka "difficult" and mukamuka "easy", as seen below in 
- --
(35). Additionally, the empty category in the embedded clause is Case 
23. In Levin & Massam, to appear (written in 1983), a different analysis of 
Niuean Raising to Subject is offered, where in fact it is considered to be 
Raising, and the Binding Theory is considered not to hold in Niuean. 
Lillo-Martin(l.983) also provides an analysis of Raising in Niuean, in which 
subjunctive clauses are considered not to be Binding Domains. 
marked, as seen  by the f a c t  t h a t  t h e  embedded s u b j e c t s  i n  (34,35b)  a r e  i n  
t h e  e r g a t i v e  Case,  s i g n a l l i n g  t h a t  a b s o l u t i v e  Case h a s  been a s s i g n e d  by t h e  
v e r b s  to  t h e i r  o b j e c t s  and a r g u i n g  a g a i n s t  a Ra i s ing  a n a l y s i s  (see Chapter 
2 4 5) 
(33)  
Movement - to S u b j e c t  V e r b s ~ N i u e a n  
maeke "can,  be p o s s i b l e "  ; kamata "begin" ; f a k a a i  
" n o t  ( empha t ic )" ;  mahani " u s u a l ,  cus tomary";  te i te i  
"ahnos t" ;  -fe tamakina " n e a r l y " ;  - uka " d i f f i c u l t "  
mukamuka "easy" (Se i  t e r  ) 
-
(34) 
a. Kua kamata [ ke h a l a  h e  tama e akau]  
Per f  beg in  S b j  c u t  Erg c h i l d  Abs tree 
"The c h i l d  h a s  begun to c u t  down t h e  t r e e . "  (S. 3 -  3b) 
b. Kua kamata [e tama] [ k e  h a l a  e akau]  
P e r f  beg in  Abs c h i l d  Sbj c u t  Abs tree ( S ,  3.4b) 
c. Kua kamata [e akau]  [ k e  h a l a  h e  tama] 
P e r f  begin  Abs tree S b j  c u t  Erg c h i l d  (S, 3.5b) 
(35) 
a.  Uka [ a  mautolu]  [ke  t o t o u  e ta la  i a  
d i f f i c u l t  Abs we,Pl ,Excl  Sbj r e a d  Abs s t o r y  t h a t  
"D-iat s t o r y  is h a r d  f o r  u s  to read  ." (S4.3a) 
b. mukamuka l a h i  [e f u a  n i u  paupaku] [ke he h e  uga] 
e a s y  v e r y  Abs f r u i t  coconut  d r y  Sbj husk Erg c r a b  
"Dry c o c o n u t s  are e a s y  f o r  a coconut  c r a b  t o  husk." (S14.4b) 
H o w v e r ,  i n  o t h e r  r e s p e c t s ,  t h e  Movement to S u b j e c t  examples i n  Niuean a r e  
u n l i k e  t h o s e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  above f o r  which a Tough Movement 
24. For a b r i e f  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  g e n e r a l  Niuean data,  see Chapter 2 
a n a l y s i s  was proposed. In p a r t i c u l a r ,  Niuean Movement t o  Subject  is not  
success ive ,  bu t  must occur from the  c l a u s e  immediately dominated by the  VP 
i n  which the  r a i s i n g  ve rb  appears .  Hence, (36a,b and c ) ,  which have the  
s t r u c t u r e  a s  i n  (36d) , a r e  ungrammatical. 2 5 
(36 
a.*Kua kamata [ e  tau  t a g a t a ]  k e  f i a  manako 
Perf begin Abs p i p e r s o n  Sbj want want 
a t a u t o l u  ( k i  a i )  ke nonofo - t mo e mafola 
Abs w3 , P l ,  Xncl t o  them Sbj  l i v e  with Abs peace 
"We have begun t o  want people t o  l i v e  i n  peace." 
( S ,  3.98b) 
b. *Ne uka e tama k5 ke l a l i  a au ke 
P s t  d i f f i c u l t  Abs c h i l d  t h a t  Sbj t r y  Abs I Sbj 
mama 
understand." 
" l h a t  c h i l d  was hard f o r  u s  t o  t r y  to understand." (S,  4.35b) 
c.*mukamuka a Pulevaka ke p iko  kua f a k a v i h i a t i a  
easy Abs Pulevaka Sbj  t h ink  Perf ha t e  
he t a u  fzunau 
Erg P I  c h i l d r e n  
"It 's  easy t o  g e t  t h e  mistaken impression t h a t  t he  c h i l d r e n  h a t e  
Pulevaka." (S, 4.37b) 
d.  VNP [ k e V N P  [ke V t  NP]] 
- - 
From t h i s  i t  appears  t h a t  Movement t o  Subject  is unl ike  %ugh Movement, 
i f  t h e  l a t t e r  is considered to  involve movement of  an opera tor  through SPEC 
25. S e i t e r  p r e s e n t s  t h e  (a)  example t o  show t h a t  NPs cannot be r a i s e d  from 
middle o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  ( s e e  chapter  2 f o r  a b r i e f  d i scuss ion  of middle 
o b j e c t s ) .  Hoove r  an a l t e r n a t i v e  a n a l y s i s  is p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e ,  
i n  which t h e  NP e t a u  t a g a t a  is r a i s e d  d i r e c t l y  from the lowest  sen tence  to 
-- -
t h e  h ighes t  sen tence .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  sen tence  is ungrammatical shows 
t h a t  such long-dis tance movement is also ru l ed  o u t .  
p o s i t i o n ,  s i n c e  these movements are unbounded, due  to  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  each  
c l a u s e  c o n t a i n s  a SPEC which can be moved th rough .  The unboundedness of 
movement through SPEC is s e e n  i n  Kips igas  Movement to S u b j e c t  (='Ibugh 
Itovement) above,  and a l s o  i n  Niuean Wh-questions, r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  
T b p i c a l i z a t i o n ,  etc. 
(37)  
a .  Kb e he igoa  ka t a l a  age  k i  a Pu le  ke t a  mai? 
Pred Abs what F'ut t e l l  Di r3  to P e r s  Pu le  S b j  b r ing  Dirl  
"What w i l l  we t e l l  Pu le  to br ing  here?" (S, 2.67a) 
b. e f i f i n e  n e  f a k a l a t a  a S tan  kua f a k a t a u  t u a i  e f a l a o a  
Abs woman N i t  t h i n k  Abs Stan  Perf  buy Perf  Abs b read  
"The woman who S tan  t h i n k s  bought t h e  bread."  (S12.19a) 
c. &I e motu ia  n e  pehe a T a l e  kua l a l i  ke n o f o  a i .  
Pred Abs i s l a n d  t h a t  P s t  s a y  Abs Ta le  Per f  t r y  S b j  l i v e  t h e r e  
"That i s l a n d  Tale s a i d  he  t r i e d  to l i v e  on." ( S ,  2.75b) 
Fur thermore,  examples wi th  Win-movement d i s p l a y  c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  n o t  
s h a r e d  by Movement to S u b j e c t  examples.  For i n s t a n c e ,  i n  Niuean , 
Wh-mvement is p o s s i b l e  from s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  b u t  also from 
o b l i q u e  p o s i t i o n s ,  where i t  is resumed by - ai  p r o n o m i n a l i z a t i o n ,  as i n  (37c)  
above.26 T h i s  is n o t  t r u e  f o r  Movement t o  S u b j e c t ,  which can o n l y  t a k e  
place from s u b j e c t  or object p o s i t i o n .  Other NPs cannot  be moved whether 
or n o t  a resumptive  ai a p p e a r s .  
-
26. See Chapin,1974 f o r  a d e t a i l e d  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  
a i - p r o n a n i n a l i  z a t i o n  . 
- 
(38 1 
a. *Maeke nakai e tehina haau ke Ealanaki a mautolu 
possible Q Abs brother your Sbj t rus t  Abs we,Pl,Excl 
( k i  a i ) ?  
to  him 
"Can your l i t t l e  brother be trusted by us?" 
Furthermore, if a subject i s  moved by Wh-movement ( i .e .  i n  Wh-clauses, 
relative clauses, 'Ibpicalization, etc.) i t  always leaves a trace, as 
opposed to  a resumptive pronoun, as i n  (39a), except if the embedded 
subject is i tself  an A-binder, that i s ,  the antecedent of a reflexive 
object, when it may optionally be resumed by a pronoun as i n  (39b). 2 7 
( 3  9 1 
a. e tagata ne hoka (*e ia)  a Maka 
Abs man N f t  stab Erg he Abs Maka 
"The man who stabbed Maka" (SI2.17a) 
b. e tagata ne hoka (e i a )  a ia  
Abs man N f t  stab Erg he Abs him 
"The man who stabbed himself" (Sr2.17b) 
This is not the case for a subject which has  been moved to become the 
subject of a matrix verb, however. In th is  case, the embedded subject 
position must  be empty, even if it is an A-binder. Hence, it appears that 
Movement to Subject behaves differently than movement to  (or through) 
27. The gap/pronoun alternation described here i s  possible i n  the case of 
PRO also in Niuean. This alignment of PRO and variables is interesting, 
and is one of a great number of interesting properties of Control i n  Niuean 
which we w i l l  not discuss here. See Seiter(19801, and also below. It is 
not clear from Seiter(1980) whether this gap/pronoun strategy is utilized 
i n  case of Wh-questions. 
SPEC. 
( 40 )  
*Liga ai  rnaeke e f i f i n e  ke logona e i a  a i a  ( n i )  
l i k e l y  n o t  poss ib l e  Abs woman Sbj hear Erg she Abs her  R f l  
'The woman couldn ' t hear h e r s e l f  ." (S. 3.71b) 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  cons t ruc t ions  i n  Niuean which do appear t o  
involve Tbugh Movement, a s  def ined  and d iscussed  above. Ihese  
cons t ruc t ions  involve a subse t  of t h e  Movement t o  Subject  verbs ,  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  - uka " d i f f i c u l t "  and mukamuka "easy" . 28 These verbs  appear i n  
cons t ruc t ions  (which S e i t e r  calls  "Oblique Copying" and which we cons ider  
t o  be Tough Movement), on ly  i f  t h e  argument moved is an obl ique  argument. 
a i  mukamuka e t a g a t a  i a  ke fakamaama e au 
n o t  easy Abs man t h a t  Sbj exp la in  Erg I 
e tau  mena ki  ai 
Abs Pi th ing  t o  him 
"mat man is no t  easy f o r  me t o  exp la in  t h i n g s  to . "  
(S, 4.21b) 
Uka e vaka ke heke ai  a Lefu 
d i f f i c u l t  Abs canoe Sbj r i d e  i n - i t  Abs Lefu 
""[hat canoe is d i f f i c u l t  f o r  Lsfu to r i d e  in ."  
(S, 4.22b) 
That t he  s t r u c t u r e s  with uka and mukamuka and an moved oblique can 
-
involve  Tough Movement as opposed t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  with r a i s ed  s u b j e c t s  o r  
28. S e i t e r  (1980) g ives  a few examples of what we term Tough Movement w i t h  
maeke "be poss ib l e " ,  a Movement t o  Subject  verb ,  b u t  he s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  
a r e  s e v e r a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on t h e i r  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  and t h a t  f o r  some speakers  
they  a r e  n o t  acceptab le  a t  a l l .  
objects, o r  with o the r  ve rbs  i n  ( 3 3 ) ,  is seen by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  j u s t  
t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  non-thematic mat r ix  s u b j e c t  can be i n d e f i n i t e l y  f a r  away 
from its embedded coindexed t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  
(42 
a .  Ne uka e tama k o  k e  l a l i  a an ke fakamaama k i  a i  ha mena 
P s t  d i f f i c u l t  Abs c h i l d  t h a t  Sbj t r y  abs  I Sbj  exp la in  t o  
him Nanspec th ing  
"That boy was hard f o r  me t o  t r y  to expla in  anything to ."  
(S, 4.36b) 
b .  Mukamuka a Pulevaka ke p iko  kua i t a  k i  ai e 
easy Abs Pulevaka Sbj think Perf angry t o  him Abs 
t a u  f h a u  
PI c h i l d r e n  
"It 's easy to g e t  t h e  (mistaken) impression t h a t  t h e  
c h i l d r e n  are angry a t  Pulevaka (St4.38b) 
That the s t r u c t u r e s  i n  (42)  involve movement of an opera tor  t o  SPEC, a s  
opposed t o  sane other copying r u l e ,  is supported by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  - a i ,  a 
resumptive pronoun, is used i n  these sentences ,  r a t h e r  than a 
non-resumptive pe r sona l  pronoun. Furthermore, t h e  obl ique  arguments t h a t  
can be 'lbugh Moved with - a i - p r o n m i n a l i z a t i o n  inc lude  middle o b j e c t s ,  
l o c a t i v e s ,  and s t a t i v e  agen t s .  These a r e  t h e  same NPs which can be 
r e l a t i v i z e d ,  Tbpical ized etc. with - a i .  Also, benefac t ives  can be Tbugh 
Moved, w i t h  the  resumptive element being a r egu la r  pronoun r a t h e r  than - a i ,  
as is t h e  case f o r  r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  c l e f t i n g ,  etc. of benefac t ives .  And 
comi ta t ives ,  which may no t  be c l e f t e d  o r  r e l a t i v i z e d  etc., may n o t  be Tough 
moved e i t h e r ,  as seen i n  (43c) . 
(43) 
a. e f i f i n e  ne gahua a au ma-ma 
Abs wanan N f t  work Abs I for-her 
" the  woman who I work fo r "  (S.4.32) 
b.  mukamuka l a h i  e t a k i t a k i  gahua haaku ke gaghua 
easy very A b s  boss  work my Sb jwork  
a au ma-ana 
Abs I f o r  him (S,4.33) 
"My boss is r e a l l y  ea sy  f o r  me to  work f o r . "  
c.^ ~ukarnuka nakai a P i t a  ke mahani e tau  t aga t a  
easy  Q Abs P i t a  Sbj g e t  along Abs P I  person 
(mo la)  
with him (S, 4.34b) 
'Is P i t a  easy f o r  people to g e t  along with?" 
I can th ink  of no reason why a c l a s s  of ve rbs  should t r i g g e r  Tough Movement 
f o r  ob l iques ,  and sane o t h e r  movement f o r  s u b j e c t s  and o b j e c t s .  29 
Presumably t h i s  f a c t  ties i n  with the f a c t  t h a t  i n  English only  o b j e c t s  can 
be Tough Moved. Other languages p l ace  d i f f e r e n t  c o n s t r a i n t s  on which 
arguments can be Tbugh moved, such as Malagasy, which r equ i r e s  t h e  'Ibugh 
Maved argument t o  be a s u b j e c t ,  b u t  f u r t h e r ,  t h e  sub jec t  of a Pass ive  
verb.  
the ways i n  which Movement t o  Subjec t  from s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  
is un l ike  movement t o  SPEC are t h e  same ways i n  which E C M  movement is 
un l ike  movement t o  SPEC. S e i t e r  shows i n  some d e t a i l  how the  r u l e s  he 
cons ide r s  t o  be Raising t o  Subject  and Raising t o  Object a r e  s i m i l a r .  This  
is t r u e  i n  Niuean, a l though n o t  i n  languages such as Kipsigas d iscussed  
29. Se i t e r (1980)  d i s c u s s e s  t h i s  from a h i s t o r i c a l  pe r spec t ive .  
above.  For i n s t a n c e  both  are bounded, both  occur  o n l y  from s u b j e c t  and 
o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  both  must have empty t h e t a  p s t i o n ,  etc. It is 
r e a s o n a b l e ,  then to c o n s i d e r ,  as d o e s  Seiter, t h a t  t h e  two t y p e s  o f  
movement are e s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l .  For S e i t e r ,  working i n  t h e  framework 
o f  R e l a t i o n a l  Grammar, t h i s  means t h a t  both  c o n s t i t u t e  Rais ing Rules .  What 
d o e s  t h i s  mean f o r  us? 
3 . 4 . 2  A n a l y s i s  and I m p l i c a t i o n s  
We have so f a r  d e a l t  w i t h  t h r e e  t y p e s  of movements, ( o r  r e l a t i o n s ,  b u t  
we w i l l  f o r  t h e  moment speak o f  them as movements, s i n c e  t h i s  is t h e  case 
i n  Niuean) . One i n v o l v e s  movement to  SPEC, and i t  h a s  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of 
unboundedness, t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  Wh-islands ( i n  some languages)  , the l e a v i n g  
of a Case marked ( v a r i a b l e )  t r a c e ,  etc. This movement is evidenced i n  
Wh-questions,  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s ,  etc. i n  many languages ,  and,  as d i s c u s s e d  
above,  i n  lough Movement, w i t h  a subsequent  c h a i n  composi t ion between a 
m a t r i x  non-thematic s u b j e c t  NP and an  embedded operator i n  SPEC. Another 
t y p e  o f  movement is  R a i s i n g ,  i n v o l v i n g  movement from a non-Case marked 
A-posi t ion t o  ano ther  A-pos i t ion ,  s u b j e c t  to Subjacency,  the Binding 
Theory,  etc. A t h i r d  t y p e  was d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r ,  invo lv ing  
movement t o  a SPEC2 p o s i t i o n ,  which we c la imed ,  fo l lowing  Hai k (1985) and 
' I a r a l d s e n ( 1 9 8 3 ) ,  can e x i s t  o n l y  under c e r t a i n  v e r b s  which select f o r  a CP 
complement which is a p r e d i c a t e  rather t h a n  a p r o p o s i t i o n .  This movement 
is s u b j e c t  to Subjacency,  and p e r h a p s  Binding Condi t ion  A, and i t  l e a v e s  a 
Case marked trace or a pronoun. In all the cases of movement to SPEC2 
discussed so far, a Case marking verb was concerned, and hence the result 
of this movement was ECM, giving the "Raising to Object" effect. However, 
in principle, there is nothing to prevent a non-Case marking verb from 
selecting for a CP predicate complement, and hence for a complement with a 
SPEC2 position. However, since an NP in SPBC2 must receive Case (since it 
is in a chain, see Chapter 5) , this will only be possible under non-Case 
assigning verbs which do not have (or need not have) a thematic subject. 
Then, A-movement essentially like Raising to Subject can take place, from 
SPBC2 position to the matrix subject position, as schematized in (44). 
It is such an analysis that we propose for Niuean Movement to Subject 
verbs. That is, we consider Niuean Mwement to Subject verbs to be 
syntactically identical to Niuean EEM verbs, with the exception that the 
former are not Case assigners, and hence, do not have thematic subjects. 
(See Chapter 5 for a discussion of this implication, known as "Burzio's 
Generalization", or Pertmutter's Unnaccusative Hypothesis.) A Raising to 
Subject construction thus involves first the raising to SPEC2 of a subject 
or object NP, and subsequently the movement of this NP to subject 
psi tion. 
Support for our claim that Niuean Movement to Subject involves movement 
through SPEC2 t o  the mat r ix  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  comes from sentences  with 
Pas s iv i  zed J X M  ve rbs  i n  Standard Arabic (Sa l ih  ,1985) (See a l s o  
~ ~ o u b , 1 9 8 1 ) ~ ~  and linbabura Quechua (from Jake  s, Cdden,1979) ( s ee  a l s o  
Jake,1983) , and poss ib ly  F i j i a n ,  according t o  Gordon,1980 (see  Notes i n  
Chapter 2)  . In these  languages a s i t u a t i o n  s i m i l a r  t o  Niuean Movement t o  
Subject  occurs  i n  c a s e s  of Pass iv ized  "ECM" ve rbs  (where "BCM" r e f e r s  n o t  
t o  any Case-marking a b i l i t y  of t he  verb ,  s i n c e  a s  a Passive verb i t  has  
none, b u t  r a t h e r  to its a b i l i t y  t o  take  a complement with a SPBC2). In 
t h e s e  languages, an element moved t o  SPEC2 of a Passive BGM ve rb  can be 
moved from t h i s  SPBC2 p o s i t i o n  t o  the p o s i t i o n  of sub jec t  of t he  Passive 
ECM verb .  This  A-bar/A movement is i d e n t i c a l  t o ,  and occurs  f o r  t he  same 
reasons  (i  .e. t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  Case F i l t e r )  a s  the A-bar/A movement i n  
Niuean Movement t o  Subjec t  . 
(45) 
a.  Standard Arabic 
dunn-at Hana:n-un [?anna-ha: q a t a f a t - i  
Pst-thought-3fs Hanaan Nom t h a t  s h e  picked V 
1 -wardat-a] 
t h e  rose  Acc 
"Hanaan was bel ieved t o  have picked up t h e  rose."  (S,5.43) 
b.  F i j i a n  
au a tukuni n i l u  a m k u t i  t e r e  
1s pst say-pass sub-1s p s t  h i t -prop  Mary 
"I was sa id  t o  have h i t  Mary. " ( G ,  70) 
30. S a l i h ,  arguing i n  t h e  framework of Re la t iona l  Grammar, cons ide r s  
s t r u c t u r e s  such as those  below i n  t e x t  t o  be c a s e s  of Raising t o  Object.The 
d a t a  appear t o  be c o n s i s t e n t  with an KM a n a l y s i s .  
c .  Imbabura Quechua 
yachachij-ca j a r i  c r i  -shca-mi [warmiman wawata 
teacher  - top man bel ieve-pass-val id .  wman baby 
c a r a j u y t a ]  
s e r v e s  
"The teacher  is be l ieved  by the  man t o  be giving the  woman 
t h e  baby. ( J&0,27a)  
I t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no te  t h a t  Standard Arabic Mvement t o  Sub jec t ,  
( p o s s i b l e  from s u b j e c t ,  o b j e c t  and i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s )  a s  discussed by 
Sa l ih (1985)  appears  a l s o  t o  involve the  SPEC2 p o s i t i o n ,  a l though in  t h i s  
c a s e  i t  is unce r t a in  as t o  whether a c t u a l  movement is involved, s i n c e  a 
pronoun ( i n  most c a s e s  a c l i t i c ,  and.  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  - pro)  appears  i n  
the t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  3 1 
(46)  (Note: "V" is an e p e n t h e t i c  vowsl.) 
a. yabdu [ ?anna 1 -walad-a kasara n -na : f i$at-a ] 
seem t h a t  t h e - b y  -Ace broke the-window -Ace 
"It seems t h a t  the boy broke the  window" (S, 5.11b) 
b. yabdu 1 -walad-u [ ?anna-hu kasara n -na;fibat-a ] 
seem the-boy -Norn that -he broke the-window -Ace 
"The boy seems t o  have broken t h e  window" (S, 5.11a) 
c. tabayyanat-i 1-bint-u [?anna 1-walad-a za:ra-ha: 
seem-V the-girl-- t h a t  the-by-Acc v i s i t e d  her 
"The g i r l  seems t h a t  t h e  boy v i s i t e d  her"  (SI5.17b) 
31. I am not  c e r t a i n  whether i t  is c o r r e c t  t h a t  Standard Arabic Movement t o  
Subjec t  involves  SPEC2, s i n c e  Sa l ih(1985)  does n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  say  h i s  
r u l e  of r i s i n g  t o  Subjec t  is bounded. His a n a l y s i s  sugges ts ,  however, 
t h a t  it is. Of i n t e r e s t  he re  is the f a c t  t h a t  i t  appears  t o  be impossible 
t o  t o p i c a l i z e  from SPEC2 -see S a l i h  (1985) . 
d.  yacjharu 1 mu7allim-u [ ?anna t - t a : l i b  -a ? a f t a  
seem the-  teacher  -Nom t h a t  the-student-Acc gave 
1 -kita:b-a la-hu 
the-book -Ace to-him 
"The teacher  seems t h a t  t he  s tudent  gave the  b o o k  t o  
him." (S, 5.18b) 
W e  no t e  t h a t  Standard Arabic and Niuean a r e  two languages which seem t o  
a l l o w  movement through SPEC i n  both Passive ECM and i n  non-thematic s u b j e c t  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  S a l i h  i n  h i s  r e l a t i o n a l  Grammar a n a l y s i s  cons ide r s  
Raising t o  Subject  to f i r s t  r a i s e  an NP from an o b j e c t  c l ause  t o  became an 
unaccusat ive o b j e c t ,  which then g e t s  r a i s e d ,  i n  t h e  usua l  fashion of 
unaccusat ive o b j e c t s ,  t o  s u b j e c t .  Although the  execut ion d i f f e r s  widely 
between h i s  a n a l y s i s  and t h e  one presented h e r e ,  t he  e s s e n t i a l  idea  i n  both 
is the same, which is t h a t  t h e  non-thematic s u b j e c t  is r e l a t e d  to  a t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n  embedded wi th in  an v e r b a l  argument by way of an in te rmedia te  
"ob jec t - l i ken  p o s i t i o n  o r  r o l e .  Fbr S a l i h ,  t h i s  in te rmedia te  r o l e  is t h a t  
of o b j e c t  of an unaccusat ive verb ,  while f o r  u s  i t  is t h a t  of SPEC2 under a 
non Case marking verb .  The reason f o r  S a l i h l s  unaccusat ive a n a l y s i s  f o r  
t h e  ve rb  f o r  "seem" is due to  t h e  imposs ib i l i t y  of impersonal p a s s i v e s  with 
t h i s  ve rb ,  as seen below. Impersonal Pass ives  a r e  gene ra l ly  p o s s i b l e  with 
i n t r a n s i t i v e  (unerga t ive)  ve rbs ,  thus  ( 4 7 )  should be permit ted i f  t h e  
c l a u s a l  argument of t he  ve rb  was a s u b j e c t .  32 
(47) 
*budiya ? m a - h u  kasara -zubba : k-a 
Past-seem t h a t  -he broke the  window - k c  
"It is seemed t h a t  he broke the  window." ( S i f t n o t e  5.7) 
There is one i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t  of Niuean which is re levant  to our c la im 
t h a t  BGM and Movement t o  Subjec t  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  ope ra t ions .  
Se i t e r (1980)  p o i n t s  o u t  i n  h i s  foo tno te s  t h a t  t h e  two ope ra t ions  d i f f e r  i n  
t h e  following way. A ve rb  such a s  manako "want", is both a Control  (Equi) 
ve rb  and an BCM (Raising to Object) verb.  I f  i t  appears  i n  a cons t ruc t ion  
with ECM, however, t he  embedded PRO can no longer be c o n t r o l l e d  by t h e  
mat r ix  s u b j e c t ,  bu t  i n s t ead  becomes a r b i t r a r y  i n  r e f e rence ,  a s  i n  (48b) .  
The embedded s u b j e c t ,  however, while  i t  can be o v e r t ,  cannot be 
c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with the  mat r ix  s u b j e c t ,  a s  seen i n  (48c ) .  
(48 
a.  F i a  manako a au k e  f a h i  e tama haau 
want want Abs I Sbj  bea t  Abs c h i l d  your 
I want to bea t  your ch i ld . "  (S,Ftnote  3.14) 
b. F i a  manako a au ke he  tama haau k e  f a h i  
want want Abs I Mid c h i l d  your Sbj  bea t  
' I  want your c h i l d  t o  g e t  beaten."  (S ,F tnote  3.14) 
32. The imposs ib i l i t y  of impersonal pas s ives  with unaccusat ive ve rbs  was 
noted by Perlmutter(1978) f o r  Dutch. Impersonal pas s ives  i n  such c l a u s e s  
a r e  ru l ed  o u t  i n  Re la t iona l  Grammar by "The 1-Advancement Exclusiveness 
law" of Ferlmutter  & Posta l (1984)  , which r u l e s  o u t  t he  advancement of more 
than  one element t o  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  a d e r i v a t i o n .  For Government & 
Binding approaches t o  t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  s e e  Baker (1985) , Roberts (1985) , 
J a e g g l i  (1984) and Marantz (1984) . 
c .*Fia manako a au ke he tarna haau ke f a h i  e au 
want want Abs I Mid c h i l d  your Sbj bea t  e r g  I 
" I  want your c h i l d  t h a t  I beat." (S ,F tnote  3.14) 
In case  of a Mavement (Rais ing)  to Subject  verb  which a l s o  is  a Control 
ve rb  (where a d a t i v e  NP is the  c o n t r o l l e r ) ,  Movement t o  Subject  does not  
a f f e c t  t he  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  Control .  
(49) 
Kua mukarnuka e moa k i  a au ke ka i  Lima 
Perf easy Abs chicken t o  Pers  me  Sbj e a t  hand 
"Chicken is e a s i e r  f o r  me t o  e a t  with t h e  hands." (S ,F tnote  4.3) 
I f  Movement t o  Subject  and BCM both involve movement t o  SPEC2, then t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  Control  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  must be a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  
i n  the c o n t r o l l e r  ( s u b j e c t  v s  d a t i v e  NP) i n  t h e  t w o  c a s e s ,  o r  t o  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  i n  t h e  Movement t o  Subject  c a s e ,  SPEC2 is phonological ly  empty, 
a l though it  con ta ins  a t r a c e ,  whereas i n  t he  ECM case  i t  is always 
phonologica l ly  f i l l e d .  I w i l l  assume e i t h e r  of t hese  explana t ions  w i l l  be 
t e n a b l e ,  g iven  a f u l l  understanding of Control  Theory, and w i l l  cont inue  t o  
assume t h e  two ope ra t ions  involve movement i n t o  SPEC. 33 
We no te  t h a t  i n  Niuean and Standard Arabic,  ECM ve rbs  and Movement t o  
Subjec t  ve rbs  a r e  d i s t i ngu i shed  from other ve rbs  by t h e  same proper ty :  t h a t  
of taking a complement with an A-bar sub jec t .  In a languages such a s  
33. SPEC2 w i l l  always be f i l l e d  i n  BM i n  Niuean s i n c e  t h e r e  is no 
s y n t a c t i c  Passive i n  Niuean. See Sei te r (1980)  , Chung(1978), Chung & 
S e i t e r ( l 9 8 0 ) ,  and Levin & Massam(1984a), f o r  d i scuss ion  of Pass ive  i n  
Niuean and Tthekoff(1979) i n  Tbngan, a c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  language. 
English, EGM verbs and Raising to Subject verbs are also distinguished from 
other verbs by the same property: that of taking an embedded IP 
ccmplement . 
Our analysis raises several questions about "improper movement" 
discussed above. Why, for instance, is it possible for an NP to move from 
the A-bar SPEC2 position to an A-position, while we previously ruled out 
the possibility of movement from the A-bar SPEC position to an A-position, 
which led to our analysis of lough Movement involving chain composition? 
Secondly, once we have raised the SPEC2 NP, might we not have created a 
chain which has as its head a Case marked A-position, and as its tail a 
Case marked A-position? Such chains are generally ruled out to allow for a 
unified theory of chains and of A-movement. 
The difference between the A/A-bar/A improper movement that we ruled out 
above, and the A/A-br/A movement that we have proposed for Niuean Movement 
to Subject is precisely that the former involves movement to SPEC, and 
hence involves operators, that is, either Wh-elements, or empty operators 
in SPEC, whereas the second involves the movement of NPs through SPEC2. 
Since movement through SPEC to an A-position is ruled out by the Binding 
Theory as it applies to r-expressions, it remains to be stated that the 
element moved to SPEC2 does not bind an r-expression. In this case, 
Condition C will not apply to its trace, and A/A-bar/A movement will not be 
ruled out. This is reasonable, since the element moved is a [-Wh] lexical 
NP, and these are not considered to be operators, and hence would not bind 
variables. (cf. May,forthcoming, Higginbotham,1983). In a language where 
ECM involves base generating an NP in SPEC2 and coindexing it with a 
pronoun, as in Classical Arabic (or in some cases discussed above, a 
lexical NP as in Blackfoot) in the theta position, the issue of Condition C 
would not arise, since there is no movement chain between the ECM'd NP and 
the theta position. 
The trace coindexed with an ECM1d NP is not a variable since its A-bar 
binder is not an operator, but like a variable its closest binder is an NP 
in an A-bar (rather than an A-) position. The prediction made here is that 
this element may share properties with both variables and NP traces. We 
saw in Chapter 2 that this is indeed the case. However, with respect to 
Condition C the prediction is that they should not be constrained by it. 
In terms of improper movement this is the case, as we have seen. However, 
Condition C also rules out "strong crossover" structures such as (50). 
(50) 
Whoi did hei say [ t. kissed hi-sani] ? 
1 
Our analysis predicts that an ECM or Niuean Movement to Subject 
construction such as that schematized below should be acceptable. 
I have n o t  found d a t a  r e l e v a n t  to  t h i s  q u e s t i o n .  F ran tz (1978)  g i v e s  
B l a c k f o o t  d a t a  h e  s tates show t h a t  s t r o n g  c r o s s o v e r  is p o s s i b l e  i n  cases of 
o p e r a t o r  b i n d i n g ,  s i n c e  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  s e n t e n c e  h e  claims the o b j e c t  is 
moved by an o p e r a t i o n  f a l l i n g  i n t o  our  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of Tough Movement. 
(52 .' /Â 
a.  i iks iyikoo-wa n-&k -mist -akomim-oxs -pi 
v e r y - d i f f i c u l t  1-might-manner-love -reflex-c0nj.nca-n. 
"It 's hard  f o r  me to l o v e  myse l f . '  ( F , 6 2 )  
^ b. n i t ~ - i ' i k s - ~ ~ i k o o s  n-axk-mist-akcanimm-oxss-pi 
1-very d i f f i c u l t ( a n i m )  ( F ,  63) 
" I ' m  ha rd  f o r  me to  l o v e  myse l f . "  
However, i n  the f o o t n o t e  of a l a t e r  paper  ( F r a n t z  ,1980) he s tates t h a t  
f o r  mst s p e a k e r s ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  of v e r b s  such as iyikoo-"hard" can be 
coindexed wi th  an embedded s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  NP and n o t  j u s t  an o b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  NP. It would appear  t h e n ,  that t h e  s e n t e n c e  above c o u l d  invo lve  a 
r e l a t i o n  between the non-thematic e lement  and t h e  embedded s u b j e c t ,  wi th  no  
c r o s s o v e r  a t  a l l .  Note t h a t ,  as we saw above,  B lackfoo t  non-thematic 
argument c o n s t r u c t i o n s  appear  n o t  to  i n v o l v e  a c t u a l  movement, and so t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of s t r o n g  c r o s s o v e r  conÂ used s i n c e  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to  isolate 
which o f  the two embedded NPs t h e  ECM'd NP is d i r e c t l y ,  and which i t  is 
i n d i r e c t l y ,  coindexed wi th .  3 4 
34. I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  R a n t z  also s t a t e s  t h a t  i n  case of non-thematic s u b j e c t  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  Blackfoo t  w i t h  c o i n d e x a t i o n  between the m a t r i x  s u b j e c t  and 
an embedded s u b j e c t ,  t h e  r u l e  is bounded. In o u r  t e rms ,  this would s u g g e s t  
t h a t  from s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  t h i s  v e r b  e f f e c t s  ECM movement (as d o  other 
v e r b s  t a k i n g  non-thematic s u b j e c t s ,  such as t h e  v e r b  f o r  s u r p r i s i n g )  and as 
In f a c t ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  de te rmine  whether a v e r d i c t  o f  ungrammatical  
f o r  a s t r u c t u r e  such as (51) would r u l e  o u t  o u r  a n a l y s i s .  Th i s  is because 
o f  t h e  fo l lowing .  If  t h e  empty c a t e g o r y  l e f t  behind by an NP moved t o  
SPEC2 is n o t  a v a r i a b l e ,  we must a sk  what i ts  f e a t u r e s  a r e .  It  might be 
c o n s i d e r e d  an anaphor ,  s i n c e  as we d i s c u s s e d  above,  i t  appears  to f a l l  
under t h e  Binding Theory, a l t h o u g h  t h i s  might  be a s i d e  e f f e c t  o f  o t h e r  
l o c a l i t y  c o n s t r a i n t s  on c h a i n  compos i t ion ,  s i n c e  non-movement c a s e s  o f  ECM 
r e l a t i o n s  obey Binding Theory A also, p robab ly  by d e f a u l t .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  
i t  might  be pronominal i n  n a t u r e .  I f  t h i s  is s o ,  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  ( 5 1 ) ,  
the bottommost e lement  is pronominal .  ( T h i s  is weakly suppor ted  by t h e  
f a c t  that an o v e r t  pronoun,  r a t h e r  than  an o v e r t  r e f l e x i v e ,  a p p e a r s  h e r e  i n  
many o f  t h e  l anguages  under d i s c u s s i o n ) .  (Note t h a t  t h i s  a r g u e s  a g a i n s t  a 
claim t h a t  ICM movement is c o n s t r a i n e d  by t h e  Binding Theory.) I f  so, t h e n  
(50) is r u l e d  o u t  by Condi t ion  B o f  t h e  Binding Theory s i n c e  t h e  b ind ing  NP 
is i n  t h e  governing c a t e g o r y  of the bound pronoun,  independen t ly  o f  
Condi t ion  C. 
To c o n s t r u c t  an example which would c o n s t i t u t e  a clear test o f  whether 
the bottommost e lement  acts as a v a r i a b l e ,  we would need a s e n t e n c e  where 
d o  s e v e r a l  v e r b s  i n  Niuean) , b u t  from o b j e c t ,  t h i s  v e r b  e f f e c t s  Tbugh 
b v e m e n t ,  as d o e s  t h e  v e r b  f o r  e a s y .  (The v e r b  f o r  e a s y  can mugh M v e  
o n l y  from Ofcnect p o s i t i o n . )  T h i s  is r e m i n i s c e n t  o f  the s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  
Niuean uka and mukamuka d i s c u s s e d  above,  and shows f u r t h e r  t h a t  t h e  
-
p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  s y n t a c t i c  o p e r a t i o n s  are l e x i c a l l y  determined.  See t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  thesis f o r  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .  
it is i n  a d i f f e r e n t  c l a u s e  than the  coindexed element crossed over .  
However, t h i s  is impossible ,  s i n c e  movement t o  SPEC2 is sub jec t  t o  
Sub j acency . 3 5 
Another t e s t  would be t h a t  of t he  "Weak Crossover Cons t r a in t " ,  which is 
v i o l a t e d  i n  (53) . 
(53)  
*Whoi d i d  her i  pregnancy bother ti? 
There a r e  s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r i e s  a s  t o  what r u l e s  ou t  t hese  
c l a u s e s .  (cÂ£ Koopman & Sport iche,1982,  Chomsky,1982) Considering t h a t  of 
Koopan & *or t i che ,  t hese  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  ru l ed  o u t  by the  B i j ec t ion  
P r i n c i p l e  . 
(54) 
The B i j ec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  (Koopman & Spor t i che ,  1982) 
An opera tor  may bind one and only  one v a r i a b l e .  
l eav ing  a s i d e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  binder  i n  our  cases is no t  an o p e r a t o r ,  
w i l l  t h e  B i j ec t ion  test o therwise  h e l p  us  determine i f  t he  bottommost 
element i n  ECM movement sen tences  is a va r i ab l e?  The r e l evan t  sen tence  
35. This  might be p o s s i b l e  i n  a language where an ECM'd element which is 
c o r e f e r e n t i a l  with t h e  s u b j e c t  of the  E C M  ve rb  is no t  requi red  o r  permi t ted  
t o  be a r e f l e x i v e  anaphor,  and it is permi t ted  t o  be a pronoun. Then, i f  a 
double ECM verb  s t r u c t u r e  such a s  below is accep tab le ,  i t  vrould appear t h a t  
t h e  bottommost element i n  t h e  ECM chain  is no t  s u b j e c t  to Condition C with 
r e spec t  t o  Crossover,  a s  wel l  as with r e spec t  t o  improper movement: 
[ ECM-V [ SPEC2 NPi .. . [NPi. .ECM-V [SPEC2 t i  ..ti.. . ]  . 
would have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  schematized below. 
The d a t a  is not  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t he  Niuean sources  a v a i l a b l e  t o  me t o  
determine t h e  answer t o  t h i s .  In Nbroccan Arabic ECM, weak crossover  does 
no t  c r e a t e  ungrammatical sen tences ,  however, t h i s  is the  case  f o r  
Wh-questions a l s o ,  s o  we can draw no conclus ions  from t h i s .  36 
(56) 
a. r e f - t  Mohamed bel l i  ka -te -bghi-h mwu 
(Perf )  know-1s Nohamed t h a t  ( Imp) 3f s-li ke-him h i s  mother 
" I know Mohamed t h a t  h i s  mother loves him . " 
b. skun e l l i  ka-t-bhi-(h) mwu? 
Who t h a t  (Imp)3fs-like-him h i s  mother 
"Who does h i s  mother love?" 
In Berber ,  weak crossover  i n  E I 3  s t r u c t u r e s  does not  c r e a t e  
ungrammatical sen tences  (The weak crossover  occurs  i n  t h e  lower c l a u s e  of 
(57a) ) , whereas quest ioning does (57b) . However, we saw i n  the  previous  
chapter  t h a t  ECM i n  Berber does no t  involve E M  movement, a s  def ined  t h e r e ,  
nor i n  f a c t  movement a t  a l l .  Ques t ion ing ,  on t h e  o ther  hand does involve 
movement (and n e c e s s a r i l y  a gap and n o t  a pronoun, a s  seen i n  (57c ) )  i n  the 
normal case .  Mohamed Guerssel  informs m e  t h a t  j u s t  i n  case  of weak 
c ros sove r ,  a ques t ion  word may be resumed by a pronoun, i n  which case  weak 
3 6 .  These examples, and the  Berber ones following were provided f o r  me by 
Mahamed Guerssel. 
c r o s s o v e r  s e n t e n c e s  are a c c e p t a b l e  ( 5 7 c ) .  
(57 )  
a.  w i  ( t )  t -essen- t  is  t y-zru ynunas 
Who 3ms 2s know 2s  t h a t  3ms-obj saw h i s  mother 
Who do you know (him) t h a t  h i s  mother saw? 
b . w i .  twtu p a s . / *  
ma 3 f s - h i t  h i s  motherJ 
"Who d i d  h i s  mother h i t ? "  
c. w i  (*t) y - x u  wryaz 
Who 3msobj 3ms-saw man 
"Who saw t h e  man? 
d .  w i .  t .  twtu p a s . /  
3&bj 3 f s - h i t  h i s  n o t ~ e r ~  
"Who d i d  h i s  mother h i t ? "  
The second q u e s t i o n  above a s k s  how i t  is t h a t  a c h a i n  is p e r m i t t e d  which 
h a s  as i ts  head a Case marked e lement  i n  an A-pos i t ion ,  and as its t a i l  a 
Case marked element i n  an A-posi t ion.  T h i s ,  we would e x p e c t ,  would be 
r u l e d  o u t  by t h e  Chain c o n d i t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r ,  which 
r u l e  o u t  two Cases i n  a c h a i n  headed by an element  i n  an A-posit ion.  T h i s  
q u e s t i o n  w i l l  be addressed  i n  Chapter 5, where we w i l l  d e f i n e  c h a i n  i n  such 
a way as to make t h e  A/A-br/A c h a i n  o f  Niuean Movement to S u b j e c t  and 
Standard Arabic  P a s s i v e ,  etc. d i v i d e  i n t o  two c h a i n s .  
3 . 4 . 3  Conclusion 
We have seen  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  and t h e  p reced ing  o n e ,  t h a t  t h e r e  are a 
v a r i e t y  o f  s y n t a c t i c  means whereby NPs can cone to  act as arguments of 
v e r b s  w i t h  which t h e y  have no t h e m a t i c  r e l a t i o n .  While t h e  t y p e s  of v e r b s  
which t r i g g e r  t h e s e  s y n t a c t i c  means f a l l  i n t o  b a s i c  semant ic  classes 
c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  ( such  as e p i s t e m i c ,  " tough" ,  e t c . ) ,  t h e r e  is no one t o  
one  mapping between semant ic  class and s y n t a c t i c  means 
c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y ,  n o r  even w i t h i n  a s i n g l e  language.  T h i s  w i l l  be 
f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  f i n a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  t h e s i s .  
Chapter 4 
"Possessor Raising": BCM into NPs 
4.1 Introduction 
4.1.1 Overview 
In Chapter 2 we examined the phenomenon of ECM into sentential 
complements (S/ECM). We argued that this phenanenon chould be accounted 
for reasonably straightforwardly in a variety of languages given the 
concept of government as defined in Chapter 1, together with certain 
lexically specific (and language specific) characteristics with respect to 
subcategorization and selection of complements. We did not, however, 
consider cases of NP complements This consideration will be undertaken 
here. Note that we are for the moment, restricting ourselves to the 
discussion of NP objects (i. e. sisters of verbs) . Other cases (such as 
subjects and BCM'd categories) will be discussed in later sections of this 
chapter. 
Recall that by definition, a governor governing an XP also governs the 
head and the specifier of this XP. Thus, in the configuration (I), the 
subject of IP is accessible to government and Case marking by the matrix 
verb. 
Consider now NP complements. Given all that has been said so far, we 
would expect government and Case assignment to be possible also to subjects 
of NPs such as NPi in (2). 
Judging from English alone, we would suppose that such government and 
Case assignment is impossible, since specifiers of NPs never appear in 
non-genitive Case. ECM (NP/ECM), traditionally referred to as Possessor 
Raising, or , in Relational Gramnar as Possessor ~scension' does not occur 
---------- 
1. The term ascension is used in Relational Grammar when an NP which bears 
a grammatical relation to an embedded element conies to bear a grammatical 
to  t h e s e  s p e c i f i e r s .  2 
( 3 )  L i z  p roof read  [Davidls/his/*David/*him a b s t r a c t ]  
T h i s  f a c t  d o e s  n o t  r e q u i r e  u s  to  r e d e f i n e  government,  however, s i n c e  
t h e r e  a r e  independent  r e a s o n s  why NP/BGM t o  NPi i n  ( 2 )  (=David/him i n  ( 3 ) )  
is n o t  p o s s i b l e .  
F i r s t ,  t h e  Case F i l t e r  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  Case be a s s i g n e d  (by  t h e  v e r b  i n  
t h i s  case) to  t h e  m a t r i x  NP i n  ( 2 ) .  The Case F i l t e r  t h u s  p r o h i b i t s  t h i s  j 
Case from being ass igned  t o  t h e  NP s u b j e c t  of NP (NPi) .  In o t h e r  words, j '  
ECM t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  an NP complement w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  
Case F i l t e r ,  s i n c e  a s i n g l e  Case cannot  be a s s i g n e d  s imul taneous ly  t o  two 
NPs. T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  d o e s  n o t  arise i n  t h e  case o f  s e n t e n t i a l  BCM, under 
t h e  assumption (argued f o r  i n  Chapter 5) t h a t  s e n t e n c e s  (CP and IP) d o  n o t  
r e q u i r e  Case ass ignment .  3 
---------- 
r e l a t i o n  to a m a t r i x  e lement .  ( c f  . P e r l m u t t e r  ,1983) . 
2. A s t r u c t u r e  i n  E h g l i s h  where t h e r e  d o e s  appear  t o  be NP/ECM is t h e  
s o - c a l l e d  " k c - i n g "  c o n s t r u c t i o n  as i n :  "Toin d i d n ' t  l i k e  Maggie being a 
tomboy." However, t h i s  would appear  n o t  to  be a case o f  e x t e r n a l  Case 
ass ignment ,  s i n c e  " k c - i n g "  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  can  appear  i n  p o s i t i o n s  where 
t h e r e  is no  p o s s i b l e  e x t e r n a l  Case a s s i g n e r :  "Mr. T u l l i v e r  n o t  being made 
o f  s t o n e ,  s h e  was g i v e n  a second chance to p a y  h e r  d e b t s . "  
( c f  . Reuland, 1983) . 
3.  We assume, however, t h a t  s e n t e n t i a l  arguments r e q u i r e  Case f o r  purposes  
o f  t h e t a - r o l e  v i s i b i l i t y  ( c f .  Chomsky,1981 S t o w e l l , 1 9 8 1  and Chapter  5 )  I n  
Chapter  2 we adopted t h e  c l a i m  (Raposo ,1984,1985) that i n  some Romance 
l anguages  sane s e n t e n c e s  ( i n f i n i t i v a l s )  d o  r e q u i r e  Case ,  and cla imed t h a t  
t h i s  e x p l a i n e d  t h e  lack of  Engl i sh  s t y l e  ECM i n  t h e s e  languages .  The 
p r e d i c t i o n  is t h a t  i n  a language where a l l  s e n t e n c e s  need Case ,  any type o f  
Vote that this position is based on the inability of English verbs to 
assign two Cases ("ditransitive" verbs will be discussed below) , and hence 
predicts that in a language where it is possible for a verb to assign two 
or more Cases, NP/ECM would be possible. We will see that this is in fact 
the case, if other considerations, to be discussed immediately, are met. 
Another factor might be involved in the non-existence of NP/BCM in 
Ehglish. It is difficult to determine whether it, or the above is the 
essential barrier to NP/BCM in Ehglish, since the two would work together. 
This is thatlain the case of specifier (=subject) of NPs, there will always 
be another source of Case assignment available to the specifier, namely 
whatever it is that assigns genitive Case, if assignment of this Case is 
not optional (We will assume here it is the head N which assigns genitive 
Case - see below for more discussion.) If this were the case, then all 
NPs in B-iglish would be (in a loose sense) equivalent to tensed clauses, in 
that the subject is always internally assigned Case. If we propose a 
constraint against double Case marking, then, in English, it will be only 
in the case of clausal infinitives that ECM is possible, since only here is 
the subject NP available for external Case. This position predicts that in 
a language with NP equivalents to infinitive clauses, i.e. NPs in which it 
is possible to withhold either Case assignment or government (and hence 
---------- 
S/BCM would be impossible, unless a verb is able to assign two Cases, as 
will be discussed below for NP/BCM. 
Case assignment) of the specifier position, NP/ECM is possible. This 
prediction is borne out, as we will see below, in Kinyarwanda and 
Chichewa. In other languages we will see that it is possible for a 
specifier of an NP to receive two Cases, which also allows for NP/ECM 
(Hungarian, Chickasaw) . 
As mentioned above, it is difficult to know which of the two factors 
(the inability of verbs to assign more than one Case, and the necessity 
that NP specifiers be assigned only genitive Case) is involved in any 
particular language. Obviously, if in Language XI a verb is able to assign 
more than one Case, but genitive Case assignment to NP specifiers is 
unavoidable and necessarily unique, the verb's abilities will not be 
reflected in the syntax of Language X in terms of NP/ECM (although, 
presumably it will be in terms of double or triple objecthood). And 
conversely, if a Language Y is able to withhold internal Case marking to NP 
specifiers, or to allow two Cases to be assigned to this NP, but allows for 
no other source of Case assignment to an NP in this specifier, the effect 
will be one of obligatory genitive Case assignment, and no NP/ECM. This is 
because, non-assignment of genitive Case will only be possible if there is 
another Case available to be assigned to the Specifier, since otherwise a 
Case Filter violation will result. 
There are in theory, then, four types of languages with respect to 
factors detennining the possibility of NP/ECM although in terms of the 
possibility of NP/ECM, there are only two. Ibis is shown below. 
( 4  1 






In case of a language of Type I, it is clear that NP/BCM will be 
entirely ruled out as will also be the case in languages of Type 11. While 
in theory these two types of Language are differentiated in terms of how 
NP/ECM is rendered impossible, in fact they will generally appear to be the 
same. A language of Type I11 will typically allow more than one "direct" 
object, but will not display NP/BCM. And finally, a language of Type IVa 
or IVb, is predicted to allow NP/ECM. 
The discussion above shows that while our definition of government 
allows for the possibility of Case marking to specifiers of NPs, it is not 
the case that there will be overt evidence of this possibility in every 
language. In many cases, in fact, there are independent factors which rule 
out such effects. However, in a language of Class IV, where genitive Case 
is optional, and/or this Case is not necessarily unique, we expect to find 
NP/BCM, given our characterization of it as non-exceptional. In the 
following sections we will see that our expectations are borne out. 
4.1.2 Organization of Chapter 4 
In the next section we will examine cases of NP/BCM where the possessor 
in specifier position comes to act as a direct object of the verb, and the 
head of the NP (i .e. the possessed) becomes an oblique argument. We will 
examine data from Kinyarwanda (Type IVa), seeing that genitive Case is not 
assigned to pre-nominal specifier position and that NPs in this position 
can be ECM1d. We examine Chomsky1s(1984) division of Case into two types: 
inherent and structural, and his Uniformity Condition, which accounts for 
the behaviour of English genitive NPs. We return to Kinyarwanda, and 
Dative Movement constructions in various languages, and provide an 
explanation of some characteristics of NP/ECM in Kinyarwanda based on there 
being two types of Case. We also argue for a particular definition of 
"inherent Case assignert1 .
We then turn to Tzotzil, another language in which the B3M1d possessor 
cones to act as a direct argument of the verb. Tzotzil differs from 
Kinyarwanda, however, in that it is of Class IVb, that is, it allows two 
Cases to be assigned to a possessor NP; one by the governing verb and one 
by the governing head noun. This raises questions for the Uniformity 
Condition and for conditions on chains, which we address, although some 
questions remain unanswered. 
The next section contains an analysis of cases of N P / B C M  to specifiers 
of NPs in subject position in Chickasaw. We propose an ergative analysis 
of Chickasaw NP/BCM which allows us to maintain our view of government and 
of E3M as being tied to particular lexical properties of verbs. A 
formalization of Case assignment in terms of linking is introduced. 
A second type of NP/ECM in languages of Class IVb is then examined, in 
which an ECM'd possessor appears in the dative Case. We review 
Szabolsci's(1983) analysis of Hungarian "dative possessors", and propose 
modifications to her analysis to maintain a unified theory of NP/ECM and of 
X-bar theory. Romanian NP/EGM and Chickasaw and Choctaw NP/ECM to object 
specifiers, also of this type, are reviewed. 
In the final section of this chapter, we consider inalienable possession 
NP/ECM which in many languages, such as Kinyarwanda and Turkish, exhibit 
behaviour distinct from alienable possession NP/ECM. In addition we 
discuss Kinyarwanda and Korean NP/BGM with verbs that incorporate the 
meaning "to take away". 
4.2 NP/ECM: The Possessor as Direct Verbal Argument 
4.2.1 Kinyarwanda Data 
4.2.1.1 The Verb Phrase 
Kinyarwanda, an STO Bantu language exhibits the process of NP/ECM. The 
data in this section come from the gramnar by Kimenyi(1980), written in the 
framework of Itelational  ramm mar .4 Kimenyi considers what we are referring 
to as NP/ECM to be an ascension rule of "possessor objectification". 
In Kinyarwanda, the assignment of abstract nominative Case is marked by 
agreement on the verb. Within the verb phrase, direct objects receive 
abstract accusative case, which as in English is not morphologically 
marked . 
9^  
(5) Umugore a -teets-e inyania 
woman she cook asp meat 
'The woman is cooking meat ." (K, 3.2) 
Dative (indirect) objects are also morphologically unmarked for Case in 
Kinyarwanda. The dative argument precedes the direct object. 
r' (6) Umugabo y -a -haa -ye umugore igitabo 
man he pst give asp woman book (K,3.3) 
"The man gave the woman a book/ a book to the woman." 
---------- 
4. The numbers after the examples refer to chapter and example number. 
Benefactive NPs are also unmarked for Case. Here, however, an 
'applicative" suffix (-ir) appears on the verb. 5 
The benefactive NP usually precedes both the direct and the indirect 
object. 
/*Â /' / f ^ '  / (7) Umukoobwa a -ra -he -er -a mugore abaana ibiryo 
girl she pres give appl asp woman children food 
"The girl is giving food to the children for the woman." 
Direct objects (Themes), indirect objects, and benefactives all act as 
5. There are several other uses of ir in Kinyarwanda. It can also appear 
on the verb as an applicative suffixfor goal arguments and, as will be 
seen below, it is used in cases of NP/BCM. It also serves as a marker on 
the verb which emphasizes a locative NP, or along with the reflexive 
marker, to indicate what Kimenyi refers to as the "middle voice". As we 
will see, it is also appears on the verb in a clause where a possessor has 
been raised. It is striking that in many languages there is a relation 
between benefactive and possessor raising, either, as in Kinyarwanda, in 
that the same morpheme is used to signify both, or, as in Chichewa, because 
of this combined with an overlap in meaning in many cases. The same facts 
are often true of dative Case also, as in Hungarian, discussed below. A 
similar effect is seen in Ehglish where, for benefactive shift to take 
place, there must be a possessional relation between the theme and the 
benefactive NP (I washed him his car./*I washed him my hair.). This is 
observed in Green (1974) , and Oerhle (1975) , and discussed in Stowell (1981) . 
This observation is not really captured in the account of possessor raising 
given here. There are two lines of possibility open, however. First, it 
might be that benefactive and dative are the two case markers which are 
least rigidly associated with a particular theta role, and hence are more 
free to be used in cases of non-thematic Case assignment. Alternatively, 
perhaps a theory of dative and benefactive shift based on that of 
Kayne (1984) and in Gueron (forthcoming, 1984) ) , where double object 
constructions and possessional relations are structurally small clauses, 
might enable us to posit some form of "overlay" relation of 
benefactive/pssession which exists between elements in such a structural 
relationship. 
direct verbal arguments in that they, in contrast with other oblique NPs 
(see below), appear without preposition-like Case markers (although 
benefactive is marked by a verbal suffix) , and they can undergo movement to 
subject in passivization. They may also be reflexivized under coreference 
with the subject, and may undergo what Kimenyi refers to as "pronoun 
incorporation" . Along with subjects , they can be Wh-moved by 
relativization, clefting (Type 1 & 2), and Wh-questioning, and they may 
undergo "existential insertion" and "exclusive insertion". Kimenyi finds 
no syntactic distinction made between these three types of NPs in 
Kinyarwanda (Kimenyi ,1980, p. 64,78, and throughout) . * Various examples of 
these processes appear below. 
6. In the theory assumed here, pronoun incorporation might be an instance 
of cliticization, or of the null-object phenomenon, similar to the 
null-subject phenomenon (cf. Bergvall,1983, Whombo,1984) The theoretical 
issues involved are canplex, and so we will simply use Kimenyi's term to 
refer to the phenomenon, without making any claims as to how it should be 
analyzed. 
7. There are two types of clefting in Kinyarwanda, one of which (Type 2) is 
restricted to subjects and objects, and one of which (Type 1) is available 
to obliques also. 
8. Dryer(1983) argues, against Gary & Keenan(1977), that there are 
distinctions between the three argument types, such as order, chomeur 
status after certain operations, and etc. These differences can be 
attributed to differences in Case and theta roles, while maintaining the 
claim that all three are assigned Case directly by the verbal complex. 
(8) a. Passivization-Indirect object 
-^inbwa i -rS -h6 -er -w -a umugabo ibiryo n '&ug&e. 
dog it pres give ben pass asp man food by woman. 
"The dog is given food for the man by the woman." (K14.55c) 
b. ~eflexivization-Benefactive T 
Umugabo 5 -r -3 i -he -er -a irnbwa ibiryo. 
- 
man he pres ref1 give appl asp dog food 
"The man is giving food to the dog for himself ." (Kr4.59b) 
c. Pronoun Incorporation- Direct Object 
- 7 Umugore a -fa -bi -he -er -a umugabo hlbwa 
woman she pres it give appl asp man do9 
"The woman is giving it to the dog for the man." (Kt 4 56a) 
d. Relativization-Indirect object / 
N-a -boon-ye umukdobwa umuhuungu y -a -haa-ye 
I pst see asp girl boy he pst re1 give asp book 
'I saw the girl to whom the boy gave the book." ( K t  4.62~) 
e. Cleft2-Direct object Y Iqitabo ni cyo"abaana b -a -ci 1-ye 
book be it children they past re1 tear asp 
"It's the book which the children tore up." (K,4.79) 
f . Wh-question-Direct object , 
'tlw umugabo y -a -sha%k -aga nii nde? 
pro man hepst re1 wantaspbe who 
Who is the one for whom the man was looking?" (K14.85c) 
g. Exclusive construction-Direct o!ject 
Ntaa Mafiya umuhuiSngu y -a -boon ye 
no Mary boy he pst re1 see asp 
"As for Mary, the boy didn't see her 'I (K14.91c) 
Oblique NPs (egs. Instrumentals, locatives, Purpsives, Manners) can 
9. What Kimenyi refers to as "Goals" I refer to as "Purposives" to avoid 
confusion with the internal arguments which in English are marked by to 
with verbs such as givel and go, which are often referred to as ''GoalT. 
-
be marked by a preposition-like Case marker .lo In this form they may not 
undergo the rules discussed above, as shown in (9); 
(9) a. Tnstrumental / Â ¥ I  " / / 
umukdbwa a -ra -andik-a ibaruwa n' -iikaramu. 
g i r 1 she pres write asp letter with pen 
"the girl is writing a letter with a pen." (K,3.9a) 
b. Manner 
A ' 
~muhuuhgu a -r$ -ririirnb-a n' -1shavu 
boy he res sing asp with sorrow 
"The boy is singing with sorrow." (K, 3.49a) 
c. Pur sive 
6 -'. 
a -r -iig -iish-a abaana ku bka 
teacher he pres study cans asp children for zero 
"The teacher is teaching the students for nothing." 
(K, 3.42) 
d. Locative 
-Â¥ >Â /' &&na ba -r$ -rl -ir -a ib<ryo ku meeza 
children they pres eat ben asp food on table 
"The children are eating food on the table." 
(ir "ben" marks emphasis on the locative NP) 
(c5.4.13b) 
(10) a. Passivi zation-Instrumental 
^1karkmu i -ra -andik-w -a ibaruwa ntkugabo 
Pen it pres write pass asp letter by man 
"The pen is used to write a letter by the man." (K,5.1.6c) 
10. The locative marker is not a preposition in the same sense as the 
others, since sane of the rules referred to above can occur to locative NPs 
(for example, relativization, cleft 2, etc.). Also, exceptionally, a 
possessor of a locative NP may undergo NP/BCM without the locative NP 
having been "objectivized" (see below) . Furthermore, there are several 
ways of expressing a locative argument, which are without correspndances 
in the case of other obliques. The behaviour of locatives thus poses same 
problems for our claims, as they would, I feel sure, for any claims made 
independently of a theory dealing specifically with locative NPs in Bantu. 
Since such is not my goal here, I will leave the problem open. 
b. Reflexivization-Locative 
/ '" 
*Omw&ana y -ii -shyiz-e amabuye kurl we 
child he ref1 put asp stones on him 
"The child put stones on himself ." (K, 4.2.1.49b) 
Alternatively, an NP with a semantic role such as goal, instrument, etc, 
may appear as a direct verbal argument. In this case, the NP no longer 
appears with its Case prefix, and instead, a suffix appears on the verb. 11 
(11) a. Instrumental ^<Â ' f - /  
UmGaallmu a -ra -andik-iish -a ibaruwa ikaramu 
teacher he pres write instr asp letter pen 
"The teacher is writing a letter with a pen." (KI5.1b) 
b. Manner 
/Â 
Uniugc^ re a -ra -vug -an -a agahiinda 
woman she pres say mann asp sorrow 
"The woman is talking with sorrow." (K, 5.2.2b) 
c. Purposive /Â 
Karodii v -a -Â£ash-i -ije abaantu ubusa 
Charles he pst help appl asp people nothing 
"Charles helped people for nothing." (K, 5.3.2) 
d. Locativeu / ' '/  ^ fib'aana ba -ra -rl -ir a -ho ameeza ibiryo 
- 
children they pres eat ben asp on table food 
"The children are eating food on the table." (K,5.4.13b) 
In the forms shown above, the instrument, manner, purposive, and 
locative arguments are direct verbal arguments, in the sense that they may 
11. This process is discussed in detail in Marantz(1984) and in 
Baker (1985) . 
12. mere are other ways to objectivize locatives also; see Kimenyi(1980 
and Note above. 
now undergo r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n  and t h e  movement r u l e s  d i s c u s s e d  above. A few 
examples fo l low.  1 3  
(12)  a .  Passivization-Instrumental 
^ / / Â  A IkarAmu i - r a  -andik- i ish  -w -a ibaruwa n'urnugabo 
Pen i t  p r e s  write i n s t r  p a s s  a s p  le t ter  by man 
"The pen is used to  w r i t e  a l e t t e r  by t h e  man ." 
( K ,  5.1.6d) 
b. Rela t iv izat ion-Manner  
N-a& -tfeekerez-a I b y i  i s h i  imo umugabo a -som -an 
I p r e s  th^n) a s p  joy man h e  re1 read  mann 
-a ibaruwa 
a s p  let ter  
"I am t h i n k i n g  o f  t h e  joy  wi th  which t h e  man is 
r e a d i n g  the le t ter  ." 
c. Pronoyn Incorpora t ion-Purpos ive  r / 
~mugo're y -a -bi  -kub i t  -i -ye umwaana 
m a n  s h e  p s t  i t  b e a t  a p p l  a s p  c h i l d  
"The woman b e a t  t h e  c h i l d  f o r  t h a t  ." ( K ,  5.3.6) 
d .  Iteflexivization-Locative /Â¥ 
Maria b6 -r -ii -shyir -a  -ho i b i t a b o  
c h i l d r e n  t h e y  p r e s  r e f 1  p u t  a s p  on books 
'The  c h i l d r e n  are p u t t i n g  b o o k s  on themselves. ' '  
( K ,  5.4.21b) 
4.2.1.2 The Noun P h r a s e  
The NP i n  Kinyarwanda h a s  an i n i t i a l  d e t e r m i n e r  p o s i t i o n  which can  be 
13. The a f f i x  which Kimenyi g l o s s e s  as l lbenefac t ive l l  is g l o s s e d  as 
'Appl ied"  h e r e .  
filled with a demonstrative. 14 
(13) iki gitabo 
this book (K,1.9a) 
Other nominal modifiers appear after the head, in any order. 15 
(14) ibitabo bitatu bishya byaa Gr&li 
books three new of Charles 
"The three new books of Charles" (K,1. 12.a) 
Alienable possession (inalienable possession will be discussed in 
Section 4.5 below) is marked by a post-head possessor Noun prefixed with 
the class marker of the possessed NP followed by the morpheme -aa. 
According to Kimenyi, this "is semantically parallel to the genitive case 
in Latin" and "can indicate possession identification, description, 
classification, order or destination....The possessive construction renders 
the modifier meanings (colour, size, shape) that other languages such as 
Ehglish express by adjectives." (Kimenyi,1980 pp 44-45) 16 
14. It may also be filled with ndi "other", but not with both this and a 
-
demonstrative. If both are present, ndi follows the noun. 
-
15. Nsw information generally appears last. 
16. Since all of the examples with NP/ECM that Kimenyi gives are cases of 
straightforward possession, I do not know if NP/ECM is limited to these 
cases. 
(15)  a .  I g i t a b o  cy-aa &&li 
book AG of  Char les  
' t h e  b o o k  o f  Charles"  (K, 3.60a) 
b.  Umugabo wf&nuk&ne 
man o f  poor 
"A poor man" (K, 3.60.d) 
Nominal arguments (pos se s so r s )  behave l ike ob l ique  arguments, i n  t h a t  
t hey  may n o t  undergo t h e  r u l e s  d i scussed  above. l7 ~ b r  i n s t a n c e ,  pos se s so r s  
may n o t  be r e f l e x i v i z e d  (example (16a) ) nor c l e f t e d  (Type 1, shown i n  
(16b ) ,  nor Type 2 ) .  
/' (16)  a. *Abagab ba -r -iiy -ubak - i r  -a inzu yaa bo 
men they  p r e s  r e f 1  b u i l d  a p p l  a s p  house of  them 
"The men a r e  bu i ld ing  t h e i r  house." (K,4.2.50b) 
1 b. *Ni  c y  ' 6hukoobwa u m ~ h u & ~ u  y-a-som-ye i g i  t a b  
be of g i r l  boy he pst re1 read a s p  book 
(K, 4.4.2.76b) 
* ~ u u r n u k ~ w a  umuhudhgu y-a-&n-ye i g  i t a b  c y  a (e) (==ye) 
be g i r l  boy he  pst r e 1  read a s p  book o f  (her)  
" I t ' s  the g i r l  t h a t  t h e  boy read t h e  b o o k  of ." 
( K ,  4 . 4 .2 .76~)  
In some c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  possess ion  can a l s o  be ind ica ted  i n  another  way. 
Here, the possessor precedes  t h e  head, and no agreement or g e n i t i v e  
morpheme appears .  
(17) umugore i g i t a b o  
woman b o o k  ( f romK,3 .61)  
17. In f a c t ,  t h e r e  a r e  even more c o n s t r a i n t s  on posses so r s ,  s i n c e  t hey  may 
n o t  undergo C l e f t i n g  Type 1, which ob l iques  may undergo. 
Since thematic relations are not differentiated between (18a) and (18b), 
the constituency of the NP must remain. Hence, we posit that the 
difference between (18a) and (18b) is due to the fact that in the former, 
0 
the possessor is in a position of complement to N , whereas in (18b) it 
appears (by base generation, see below) in the psi tion of specifier of 
NP. 18 
The important things to note about the possessive structure (18b), are (i) 
it is possible only when the NP is a verbal argument (see directly below 
for details), (ii) the governing verb appears with a suffix -ir as in (19), 
and finally,(iii) in such constructions as (19), the possessor acts as a 
direct argument of the verb, in that it is now able to undergo the 
operations listed above (NP movement, Wh-movement and reflexive) as is 
possible for direct verbal arguments. The ECM'd possessor also must appear 
next to the verb. 19 
18. Kimenyi gives no examples which tell us if there can also be a 
determiner in these NPs. 
19. This fact could be explained in terms of the theory of Case assignment 
to be outlined in the following sections, if linking of Cases to arguments 
is subject to a constraint as in phonological linking, whereby linking 
/V (19) ~h iuhuhgu  a-ra-sont-er-a mukoobwa i g i  t a b  
boy he p r e s  read appl  a s p  g i r l  book 
"The boy is reading t h e  g i r l ' s  b o o k . "  (K, 5.5.5b) 
(20)  a .  Pronoun Incorpora t ion  
UmuhuLihgu y -a -du-som -e -ye i b i t a b  
boy he p s t  u s  read appl  a s p  books 
'The boy read our books. " ( K ,  5 . 5 . 1 7 ~ )  
b. C l e f t i n g l  I." 
~ ' a a b a a b a  ingurube z -a - r i  ' l r  - iye i b i r y o  
be ch i ld ren  p i g s  they p s t  r e 1  e a t  app l  a sp  food- 
" It 's  the  c h i l d r e n  whose food the  p i g s  a t e  ." ( K ,  5.5.20) 
c. E x i s t e n t i a l  I n s e r t i o n  / Â¥-' 
Ha-ri abaana ingurube z -a -ri -d i r - iy  -e i b i r y o  
i t -be  c h i l d r e n  p i g s  they p s t  re1 eat app l  a sp  food 
"There are c h i l d r e n  t h e  p i g s  a t e  t h e  food of . "  (K,5.5.22) 
Since a pre-head possessor  appears  i n  NPs only  i n  t h e  cases under 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  it would seem t h a t  t h e r e  is no possible Case assignment 
i n t e r n a l  t o  t he  NP f o r  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n .  It is thus ,  p o s s i b l e  f o r  NPs to 
appear he re ,  on ly  i f  t hey  can r ece ive  Case e x t e r n a l l y .  Second, a s  
evidenced above, Kinyarwanda is a language i n  which more than one " d i r e c t "  
Case may be assigned by a s i n g l e  verb t o  an argument. It w u l d  seem c l e a r  
then t h a t  we have he re  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  pos i t ed  above a s  being one where 
NP/BCM is expected,  and our  p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  i n  such a s i t u a t i o n  it would 
a r i s e  has  been borne o u t .  
There a r e  s e v e r a l  i m p r t a n t  p o i n t s  to make. F i r s t ,  we w i l l  o u t l i n e  
---------- 
l i n e s  may not  cross ( c f  . Goldsmith, 1976) . 
Chomsky's(1984) analysis of genitive Case marking in English, and his 
division of Case marking into two classes: structural and inherent. We 
will then look more closely at the behaviour of Kinyarwanda NP/ECM, in 
particular, canparing it to cases of direct/ non-direct verbal relation 
alternations for oblique NPs such as those in (11). In the process, we 
will be examining and developing several claims of Chomsky(1984) with 
respect to types of Case assignment. Finally, we will discuss some 
differences between Kinyarwanda NP-internal genitive Case assignment and 
that of English, proposing a definition of "inherent Case marker" to 
account for certain differences between the two languages. 
4.2.2 Inherent and Structural Case and The Uniformity Condition 
Chmsky(1984) differentiates between two types of Case assignment; 
structural and inherent Structural Case (nominative and accusative in 
English) is assigned by a Case assigner at S-structure, under government, 
with no reference being made to the status of the theta relations between 
the Case assigner and the element being assigned this Case. Thus, both 
nominative and accusative Case, assigned by INE'L and the verb respectively, 
are assigned to elements governed at S-structure which may bear no theta 
relation to the Case assigner, as is the case in (21a and b) below. 
(21) a. It seems that Lugg is a peculiar valet. 
b.   he average reader considers Bertie to be a harmless fool. 
In addition to structural Case, Chomsky posits "inherent" 
(theta-related) Case, assigned at D-structure, including "the oblique Case 
assigned by prepositions and ...g enitive Case, which we assume to be 
assigned by nouns and adjectives just as verbs normally assign objective 
Case" (Chomsky 1984 p. 269) . 2o Under this division, all lexical categories 
assign Case; P, N, and A assign inherent Case at D-structure, and V and 
INFL (with AGR) assign structural Case at S-structure. 
Chmsky's proposal is embedded in a discussion of "of-insertion", and it 
explains the following distribution of - of, and other theta-role specific 
prepositions after naninals such as - to (after, for example the noun 
order). 
(22) (=Chomsky ,1984 286 ,p .279) 
a. I persuaded John [of the importance of going to college] 
b. John is uncertain [of the time] 
c.*the belief [of John to be the winner] 
d. *there was [killed of John] 
e *It seems [ (of) John to be happy] 
f . *It is certain [ (of) John to be happy] 
g. *the destruction [the city] 
h. [the cityl's destruction e 
i. the [destruction [of the city] ] 
j . *proud [John] 
k. proud [of John] 
He assumes that direction of Case marking for lexical categories is 
uniformly to the right in English, conforming to the head directionality of 
20. Chomsky cites van Riemsdijk(1981) and Manzini (1983) for the general 
background of the split between types of Case assignment. 
t h e  language.  Thus, g e n i t i v e  Case ( r e a l i z e d  a s  o f  - o r  - Is) ass ignment  is 
c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be g e n e r a l l y  r i g h t w a r d s  (a l though  i n  f a c t  it must be p o s s i b l e  
to t h e  l e f t  a l s o ,  g i v e n  p o s s e s s i v e  NPs such a s  J o h n ' s  book) To e x p l a i n  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  i t  can be r e a l i z e d  i n  e i t h e r  complement o r  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o f  an  
NP, he d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  between Case Assignment ( a t  D-s t ruc tu re  f o r  i n h e r e n t  
Case) and Case I t e a l i z a t i o n  ( a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ) .  Both f a l l  under government, 
and t h e t a - r e l a t e d n e s s  a p p l i e s  to bo th .  Thus, t h e  fo l lowing  Uniformity  
Condi t ion  (DC) is proposed.  (Case marking i n c l u d e s  Assignment and 
R e a l i z a t i o n )  
(23) - The Uniformity  Condi t ion  (Chomsky ,1984) 
I f  <?* is an i n h e r e n t  Case-marker , then 4 Case-mar ks  NP i f  and 
o n l y  i f  d T h e t a - m a r k s  t h e  c h a i n  headed by NP. 
T h i s  c o n d i t i o n  e n s u r e s  t h a t  i n h e r e n t  Case w i l l  be r e a l i z e d  on an NP i f  and 
o n l y  i f  i t  is governed by t h e  c a t e g o r y  which theta-marks t h e  NP a t  
D - s t r u c t u r e .  Among other t h i n g s ,  the UC e x p l a i n s  t h e  fo l lowing  d a t a .  21 
(24)  (Chomsky ,1984, 282i ,p . 276 )  
*John seems t h a t  [ ( h i s  . )  p i c t u r e s  e i ]  are on  sale. 
1 
In cases such as ( 2 5 a ) ,  Chomsky a r g u e s  t h a t  r ead ing  t h e  book theta-marks 
--
John ,  and so t h e  UC is met. In (25b) , it  is less s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d .  Chomsky 
21. In t h e  example g i v e n ,  t h e  ungrannnat ical i ty  cou ld  be due t o  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  Case r e a l i z e d  (nomina t ive )  d o e s  n o t  match t h e  Case a s s i g n e d  
( g e n i t i v e ) .  Howsver, i n  a s e n t e n c e  such as t h e  f o l l o w i n g ,  t h e r e  w u l d  be 
match ing ,  y e t  t h e  s e n t e n c e  is still ungrammatical .  " * ~ o h n ' s  s i g h t  o f  ( h i s )  
p i c t u r e  - t . I' 
points out that following Gruber (1976) and Anderson (1983) , we might 
consider that a "possessional theta-role" is assigned to the specifier 
position, perhaps under government by the noun story (as also, perhaps in 
that story of John's. In this case, the DC is met. He concludes "There 
- - 
are various controversial questions about these structures; let us assume 
that they are settled in such a way as to satisfy the DC." (p.273) We will 
continue in this assumption. 
(25) (=Chansky,1984 275ii p.272) 
a. [John's reading the book disturbed me] 
b. [John's story] disturbed me. 
Chomsky proposes a language specific rule of FQSS insertion, in which - 's
is inserted in the following context. 
He notes "in a language lacking the equivalent of [26] , movement from the 
canplement of to the Specifier position is impossible".(Chomsky,1984, 
p .273) 
Chomsky's analysis also accounts for such things as the inability of 
expletives to appear in specifier of N' position (and, as Mark Baker 
noticed, in Poss-ing constructions, as opposed to Acc-ing constructions, as 
discussed in Ross,1974), the non-existence of. PRO complements to inherent 
Case markers, and the impossibility of NP movement from an NP complement. 
He considers Ehglish preposition stranding to be a marked case, and raises 
t h e  q u e s t i o n  as to  whether languages  might d i f f e r  wi th  respect to whether 
t h e  DC a p p l i e s  to Wh-chains or n o t .  Thus, i t  c o u l d  be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  i n  
some languages  q u e s t i o n i n g ,  r e l a t i v i z i n g  and etc. o f  i n h e r e n t l y  Case 
marked NPs would be d i s a l l o w e d .  
4.2.3 Kinyarwanda Case Marking and t h e  Uniformity  Condi t ion 
4 .2 .3 .1  I n h e r e n t  and S t r u c t u r a l  Case i n  Kinyarwanda 
Given t h e  VC, l e t  u s  c o n s i d e r  a g a i n  t h e  Case p r o p e r t i e s  o f  Kinyarwanda. 
Leaving a s i d e  the q u e s t i o n  o f  g e n i t i v e  Case ass ignment ,  we regard  
s t r u c t u r a l  Case to  be t h a t  a s s i g n e d  to o b j e c t s  ( i . e .  themes,  i n d i r e c t  
o b j e c t s ,  and b e n e f a c t i v e s ,  as w e l l  as " o b j e c t i v i z e d "  o b l i q u e s )  by t h e  v e r b  
or v e r b a l  ccanplex s i n c e  these a r e  a b l e  t o  undergo NP-movement and 
Wh-movement r u l e s .  0-1 t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  Cases  a s s i g n e d  by p r e p o s i t i o n s  
would appear  t o  be i n h e r e n t  ( o b l i q u e )  i n  t h a t  these NPs may n o t  undergo 
such  r u l e s .  For the most part ,  i n  Kinyarwanda, t h e  UC would appear  t o  hold  
o f  A-bar c h a i n s ,  s i n c e  Wh-movement o f  o b l i q u e s  is g e n e r a l l y  d i s a l l o w e d .  2 2 
With t h i s  i n i t i a l  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  Kinyarwanda Case ass ignment ,  let  u s  
examine NP/BCM more c l o s e l y .  
When a possessor a p p e a r s  i n  S p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n ,  and is ECM'd by a 
22. In s a n e  cases movement o f  o b l i q u e s  is a c c e p t a b l e ,  as i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  
C l e f t l ,  as long  as t h e  e n t i r e  PP moves, and t h e r e  is no  s t r a n d i n g .  
governing v e r b ,  t h e  theme head o f  t h e  NP i n  which i t  a p p e a r s  is unab le  t o  
/ 
undergo movement. 23 Hence, P a s s i v i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  theme noun i b i r y o  "food" 
i n  (27) is imposs ib le  i f  its p o s s e s s o r  h a s  been ECM'd. 
4 (27)  *1b;ryo by-a -ri - i r  - i w  -e abaana n ' i n g u r u b e  
food i t  p s t  eat a p p l  p a s s  a s p  c h i l d r e n  by p i g s  
"The food o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  was e a t e n  by p i g s . "  ( K .  5 .5.2.24) 
The i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t ' s  d i r e c t  argument s t a t u s  is u n d i s t u r b e d  by NP/ECM. 
A 
Hence, muhuungu "boy" i n  (28)  can be p a s s i v i z e d  even though t h e  p o s s e s s o r  
o f  t h e  theme h a s  been B^M1d. 
.' / (28)  Unuhuungu a -ra -he -er -w -a urnukdbwa 
boy he pres g i v e  a p p l  pass a s p  g i r l  
i b i  t a b  n ' h u g o r e  
books by woman 
"The boy is being g i v e n  t h e  g i r l s  books by t h e  woman." 
(Kt 5.5.2.33b) 
< It is r e a s o n a b l e  t h a t  i b i r y o  cannot  be p a s s i v i z e d  i n  ( 2 7 ) ,  s i n c e  it is 
^ 
n o t  an  NP, b u t  rather an  N', whose s p e c i f i e r  is 'abaana -- " c h i l d r e n " .  24 But 
23. It is also unable  t o  be r e f l e x i v i z e d .  T h i s  makes s e n s e  s i n c e ,  as we 
w i l l  claim, the d i r e c t  object becomes o b l i q u e  once  a p o s s e s s o r  r e c e i v e s  
s t r u c t u r a l  Case from t h e  v e r b ,  and ,  as s e e n  i n  an  e a r l i e r  s e c t i o n  o b l i q u e s  
may n o t  be r e f l e x i v i z e d .  
24. Kimenyi g i v e s  one example (5.12d) which s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  of 
the NP may be s e p a r a t e d  from its N', as i n  t h e  fo l lowing  s e n t e n c e  where t h e  
f / /  p o s s e s s o r  umukoobwa " g i r l "  is s e p a r a t e d  from t h e  possessed  1 karamu "pen" : 
"Umuhuungu y-a-andi k - i i s h - i r - i  j e  umukoobwa 5barbwa ' i k % n u " / b o y  
he-pst-write-instr-appl-asp g i r l  let ter  pen/"The boy wrote t h e  l e t t e r  wi th  
t h e  g i r l ' s  pen."  It would seem, however, t h a t  t h i s  s e p a r a t i o n  is p o s s i b l e  
o n l y  by a scrambling t y p e  o f  r u l e ,  and n o t  by NP or Wh-movement r u l e .  Th i s  
is e s s e n t i a l l y  i n  accord  w i t h  F i j i a n  S/ECM, where we saw t h a t  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  
c a n  a p p l y  t o  s e p a r a t e  an ECM'd NP from t h e  c l a u s e  f o r  which i t  is a 
t h i s  is n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  behaviour  o f  t h e  theme i n  a l l  cases 
however. T h i s  is because  t h e  theme noun loses i ts  d i r e c t  argument s t a t u s  
i f  NP/ECM o c c u r s ,  even i f  t h e  theme is an NPI and n o t  an N', as is t h e  case 
i f  i t  is n o t  t h e  theme whose p o s s e s s o r  is ECM'd. In ( 2 9 ) ,  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  of 
a d i r e c t  argument ( i  .e. n o n - p r e p o s i t i o n a l )  i n s t r u m e n t a l  argument h a s  been 
ECM'd. T h i s  
h a s  no  d i r e c t  
P a s s i v i  z a t i o n  
' ^ /  (29)  *Ikaramu 
/ : ' /  ins t rument  ikararnu, as p r e d i c t e d  i n  t h e  p reced ing  p a r a g r a p h ,  
argument s t a t u s ,  s i n c e  i t  is an N '  and hence may n o t  undergo 
, r e l a t i v i z a t i o n ,  and etc. 
y -a -and ik- i i sh  -ir  - i j  -w -e 
Pen itpst w r i t e  i n s t r  a p p l  a s p  p a s s  a s p  
umukoObwa ibarhwa n '  h u h u k g u  
g i r 1 letter by boy 
"The pen of t h e  g i r l  was used to write a l e t t e r  by t h e  boy." 
( K ,  5 . 6 . 3 . 1 3 ~ )  
Howsver, what is more impor tan t  h e r e ,  t h e  theme d i r e c t  argument also 
loses its direct argument s t a t u s  when t h e  p o s s e s s o r  o f  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t a l  
argument is ECM'd, even though i t  is an NP n o t  an  N ' .  Th i s  is evidenced by 
the ungrannnat ical i ty  o f  ( 3 0 a ) .  That theme arguments  d o  n o t  lose t h e i r  
d i r e c t  argument s t a t u s  when i n s t r u m e n t a l  arguments  are also d i r e c t  
arguments  is shown i n  ( 30b) .  Thus, it is clear t h a t  t h e  EMing  o f  9 
possessor e n t a i l s  t h e  change i n  s t a t u s  o f  a theme argument NP, and o f  no  
o t h e r  NP e x c e p t  t h e  one o f  which t h e  p o s s e s s o r  is a s p e c i f i e r .  
---------- 
s p e c i f i e r  . 
^ < Â ¥  (30) a .  *Ibaruwa y -a -andik-i ish - i r  -i j -w -e urnuk&wa 
l e t t e r  i t p s t  w r i t e  i n s t r  appl  a sp  pas s  a sp  g i r l  
/rr> 
i karamu n'  umuhu6ngu 
pen by boy 
"Ihe l e t t e r  was w r i t t e n  with the  g i r l ' s  pen by the  boy." 
( K ,  5.6.3.13b) 
/Â f ^ I- 
b. fbaruwa i -ra  -andik-i ish -w -a fkaramu n b u 9 a b o  
l e t t e r  i t  p s t  w r i t e  i n s t r  p a s s  a sp  pen by man 
"The l e t t e r  is being w r i t t e n  with a pen by the  man." 
( K ,  5.1.15) 
The above f a c t s  a r e  explained i f  we consider  t he  Case assigned t o  t he  
BCM'd possessor  t o  be t h e  same Case a s  t h a t  assigned t o  t he  theme when i t  
is a d i r e c t  argument. This  Case then ,  cannot be assigned t o  t he  theme 
anymore, i f  we assume the  fol lowing.  
(31) Case Uniqueness 
i ) I n  the unmarked c a s e ,  a Case a s s igne r  has  a unique 
Case a s soc i a t ed  with it. 
( i i )  A s i n g l e  Case may only  be assigned to  one NP. 25 
It is c l e a r  t h a t  an BGMtd possessor  must be assigned s t r u c t u r a l  Case. 
It is a l s o  c l e a r ,  g iven  ( 3 1 ) ,  t h a t  i n  t h e  case of NP/BCM, t h i s  s t r u c t u r a l  
Case is no longer  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  Case assignment t o  any o the r  NP governed by 
the verb.  It seems then ,  t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n  of  - i r ,  a Case a s s i g n e r ,  t o  t h e  
v e r b a l  canplex does n o t  add an e x t r a  s t r u c t u r a l  Case t o  the verb.  Rather ,  
it appears  t h a t  - i r  app ropr i a t e s  the s t r u c t u r a l  Case normally assigned to 
25. In some languages, such a s  Quechua, d i scussed  i n  Lefebvre & 
Muysken(1982), a ve rb  appears  t o  be a b l e  t o  a s s i g n  its Case an unl imited 
number of t i m e s .  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  i n  l a t e r  s e c t i o n s  o the r  cases where t h i s  
appears  t o  be t r u e ,  and propose c o n s t r a i n t s  on t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y .  
t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  and in s t ead  a s s i g n s  i t  to  a possessor  of a  d i r e c t  
argument .26 Since the  theme is then assigned ob l ique  Case a s  we w i l l  s e e ,  
it is tempting t o  cons ider  i r  an i n d i c a t o r  of t h i s  ob l ique  Case t o  t h e  
-
theme, s i n c e  normally,  i f  t h e r e  is no B34, no a f f i x  appears on the  verb  t o  
s i g n i f y  t h e  assignment of  s t r u c t u r a l  Case. However, t h i s  cannot be s o ,  
s i n c e  NP/ECM is poss ib l e  i n  i n t r a n s i t i v e  c l a u s e s  with non-direct l o c a t i v e  
arguments, and even i n  t hese  cases, i r  appears  on the  verb.  27 
-
^ (32)  ~nukobbwa a -be-er -eye umuhuungu muyu nzu 
g i r l  she be app l  a s p  boy i n  house 
"The g i r l  is i n  the boy ' s  house." 
We have y e t  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  ques t ion  of how t h e  theme argument is 
assigned Case when NP/ECM t a k e s  p lace .  F i r s t ,  we assume that i n  t h e  case  
of  a simple t r a n s i t i v e  sen tence  the  theme argument is assigned s t r u c t u r a l  
Case. But i n  the c a s e  of NP/ECM, t h e r e  is no Case a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  
theme. Given i ts  i n a b i l i t y  to  undergo movement r u l e s  i f  NP/BCM has 
occurred it seems t h a t  i n  sen tences  with NP/ECM, t h e  theme is assigned Case 
i n h e r e n t l y  by the verb. That t h e  theme r e c e i v e s  inherent  Case is seen by 
its i n a b i l i t y  to  undergo movement r u l e s .  It is un l ike  o the r  inherent  NPs, 
26. In f a c t ,  i r  , a Case a s s i g n e r ,  must be a b l e  t o  have a  va lue  of  [a], 
s i n c e  it appears  on t h e  verb even i n  ca ses  of Pas s iv i za t ion  of an EEM1d 
possessor  . 
27. Here, we must cons ider  muyu t o  be a  p a r t i c l e ,  r a t h e r  than a  
-
p r e p o s i t i o n ,  i f  muhunungu is i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  NP. 
A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  NP/EGM here  might involve movement t o  an NP-adjoined 
p o s i t i o n ,  as S/ECM i n  t h e  languages d iscussed  i n  Chapter 2. 
though, in that it's Specifier is able to be BCM'd. It would appear then 
that no preposition intervenes between the verb and the theme NP, and that 
the verb properly governs it. Other oblique NPs, on the other hand, are 
assigned inherent Case by a preposition which mediates between the verb and 
the NP, thus preventing proper government, and ruling out the possibility 
of NP/ECM to the specifier of such an NP unless "objectivization" takes 
place. 2 8 
While NP/ECM involves inherent Case assignment to a theme NP, this is 
not the true of "objectivization". Here, a preposition is incorporated 
into the verbal complex.2g Since these prepositions, unlike the - ir aÂ£ ix 
associated with NP/BCM, have both a [+CAI feature and a Case associated 
with them, they do not need to appropriate the original Case of the verb, 
and hence the assignment of structural Case to the object is not affected, 
and it remains able to undergo movement rules. The Case assigned by an 
incorporated preposition is structural, since it is assigned by the verbal 
complex. In this there is a similarity to the situation with dative and 
benefactive arguments in Kinyarwanda, which are assigned structural case by 
a verbal affix (null in the case of dative). However, in the case of 
dative and benefactive arguments, there is no non-incorporated form 
28. As seen in the example (32), locatives are a counterexample here. 
29. Baker(1985) provides a detailed account of the process of 
incorporation, with some different assumptions than those adopted here. 
a v a i l a b l e .  3 0 
The claim t h a t  themes are i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked i f  t h e  unique 
s t r u c t u r a l  Case of an unmarked v e r b  is a s s i g n e d  t o  a n o t h e r  e lement  is  
s u p p o r t e d  by Engl i sh  "Dative Movement" c o n s t r u c t i o n s  such as i n  ( 3 3 ) .  31 
(33)  a.  Mary gave a g l a s s  o f  m i l k  to her  s i s t e r .  
b. Mary gave h e r  s i s t e r  a g l a s s  o f  m i l k .  
(34)  a. Brody made a h a t  f o r  t h e  mayor. 
b. Brcdy made t h e  mayor a h a t .  
In t h e  (a) s e n t e n c e s  h e r  s i s t e r  and t h e  mayor a r e  a s s i g n e d  i n h e r e n t  Case 
- -- 
by t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n s  - to  and f o r  and a g l a s s  o f  mi lk  and a h a t  are a s s i g n e d  
- - -- -- 
s t r u c t u r a l  a c c u s a t i v e  Case by t h e  v e r b s .  In t h e  (b) s e n t e n c e s ,  t h e  f i r s t  
o b j e c t  h a s  a p p r o p r i a t e d  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  Case,  and hence can undergo 
P a s s i v e .  32 
(35)  a.  Mary 's  s i s t e r  was g i v e n  a g l a s s  o f  mi lk .  
b. The mayor was made a h a t .  
30. The Case ass igned  by a v e r b  can sometimes be i n h e r e n t ,  as i n  t h e  case 
o f  " q u i r k y  Case". T h i s  is a marked case, however. 
31. For o t h e r  accounts  of t h e s e  d a t a ,  see B a k e r ( 1 9 8 5 ) ,  Kayne(1982),  and 
S t o w e l l  (1981) . 
32. There  are d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  between p a s s i v i z a t i o n  with 
b e n e f a c t i v e s  and d a t i v e s ,  which I w i l l  assume are due  to n o n - s y n t a c t i c  
f a c t o r s .  
The second object is now a s s i g n e d  i n h e r e n t  Case ,  as i n  Kinyarwanda. 33 ~ s a  
r e s u l t  i t  may n o t  e a s i l y  undergo P a s s i v e .  
(36) a .  ??A g l a s s  o f  m i l k  was g i v e n  Mary's  s i s t e r .  
b .  ??A h a t  was made t h e  mayor. 
These examples a r e  p r o b l e m a t i c  i n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  comple te ly  
a c c e p t a b l e ,  nor  a r e  t h e y  c o m p l e t e l y  unaccep tab le .  That t h e y  a r e  
unnaccep tab le  is e x p l a i n e d  by o u r  claim t h a t  t h e y  a r e  i n h e r e n t l y  Case 
marked, p e r h a p s  ( B l e v i n s , 1 9 8 5 )  by an empty p r e p o s i t i o n .  Fur thermore,  it is 
p o s s i b l e  t h a t  P a s s i v i z a t i o n  n e c e s s a r i l y  a b s o r b s  a c c u s a t i v e  Case,  i n  which 
case, t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  would be a v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  Case F i l t e r .  (We w i l l  
a r g u e  d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  Chapter  5 however.) 
To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  a r e  a c c e p t a b l e  (which v a r i e s  from 
s p e a k e r  to  s p e a k e r )  we c a n  c o n s i d e r  R e a n a l y s i s  t o  have t aken  p l a c e  o v e r  the 
NP. I h u s ,  t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  these s e n t e n c e s  shou ld  be similar to  t h a t  
f o r  s e n t e n c e s  such as ( 3 7 ) ,  which are improper examples o f  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  
Pseudo-passive.  Judgements f o r  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  a l s o  v a r y  from speaker  t o  
s p e a k e r ,  and from s e n t e n c e  t o  s e n t e n c e ,  depending on t h e  l e x i c a l  i t e m s  
invo lved .  3 4 
33. B lev ins (1985)  a r g u e s ,  t h e r e  is a n u l l  p r e p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e s e  cases which 
a s s i g n s  Case t o  t h e  second object. This  is c o n t r a  Kayne, who a r g u e s  t h a t  
t h e  n u l l  p r e p o s i t i o n  Case marks t h e  f i r s t  o b j e c t .  
34.  A comparison o f  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  wi th  s e n t e n c e s  such as the fo l lowing  
is also c a l l e d  f o r  however, s i n c e  t h e s e  i n v o l v e  Reana lys i s  over  two o v e r t  
(37) a .  ?The h igh  road was f i n a l l y  dec ided  on as  t h e  b e s t  r o u t e .  
b. ?Guenevere s honour was fought  f o r  by a l l  t h e  k n i g h t s .  
The i n h e r e n t l y  marked theme may be q u e s t i o n e d  i n  Ehgl i sh ,  however, 
c o n t r a r y  to Kinyarwanda i n h e r e n t  themes. T h i s  is p r e d i c t e d ,  s i n c e  i n  
E n g l i s h ,  b u t  n o t  i n  Kinyarwanda, i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked e lements  may be 
q u e s t i o n e d ,  b u t  n o t  u s u a l l y  P a s s i v i z e d  ( e x c e p t  i n  cases of  R s a n a l y s i s )  , 
s i n c e  t h e  UC a p p l i e s  o n l y  t o  A-chains. (Conpare (38) wi th  t h e  Kinyarwanda 
r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e  ( l o b )  above.)  
(38) a .  *The boy who was g i v e n  no  g r u e l  t o  
b.  The boy who Kien showed h i s  l i b r a r y  to 
As mentioned above,  Chomsky (1984) h y p o t h e s i z e s  (p. 281) t h a t  t h e  a b i l i t y  
to  q u e s t i o n  i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked NPs may be s u b j e c t  t o  p a r a m e t e r i z a t i o n .  
T h i s  c a n p a r i s o n  o f  Engl i sh  and Kinyarwanda s u p p o r t s  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s .  
In Chichewa, a Bantu language r e l a t e d  to Kinyarwanda, t h e  same f a c t s  are 
found.35 L ike  E n g l i s h ,  Chichewa may n o t  have more t h a n  one d i r e c t  v e r b a l  
argument.  36 Thus,  NP/TCM and Ca t ive  Movement bo th  f o r c e  t h e  theme to be 
l e x i c a l  i t e m s ,  as w e l l  as c o n t a i n i n g  two NPs needing Case ,  t h e y  are r a t h e r  
worse t h a n  the examples i n  t h e  t e x t :  "??The boys were thought  r a t h e r  a lo t  
o f  by their t e a c h e r . "  i .e . t h e  t e a c h e r  had a h i g h  op in ion  o f  t h e  boys. 
35. The d a t a  are from Sam Mchombo (p.c.)  . I am g r a t e f u l  t o  him f o r  h i s  
h e l p  w i t h  Chichewa. 
36. Marantz (1984) d i s c u s s e s  c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c  v a r i a t i o n s  as to whether 
a p p l i c a t i v e  s u f f i x e s  allow f o r  e x t r a ,  or s imply f o r  d i f f e r e n t  d i r e c t  v e r b a l  
arguments .  
i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked. An example o f  NP/ECM and of Da t ive  Movement appear  
below. ' (Tones are n o t  marked i n  t h e  d a t a  h e r e . )  
(39) a .  F i s i  anadya [nsomba za k a l u l u ]  
hyena a t e  f i s h  of h a r e  
"Ihe hyena ate t h e  h a r e ' s  f i s h . "  
b. f i s i  anadyera  k a l u l u  nsomba 
hyena a t e - a p p l  h a r e  f i s h  
''The hyena ate t h e  h a r e ' s  f i s h  ." 
(40)  a .  F i s i  anatumiza nsomba kwa k a l u l u  
hyena s e n t  f i s h  to h a r e  
"The hyena s e n t  t h e  f i s h  to  t h e  h a r e . "  
b. F i s i  ana tumizera  k a l u l u  nsomba 
hyena s e n t - a p p l  h a r e  f i s h  
"Ihe hyena s e n t  t h e  h a r e  t h e  f i s h . "  
In the (b)  s e n t e n c e s  above,  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l l y  Case marked NP ( t h e  
p o s s e s s o r  and the r e c i p i e n t )  can  be p a s s i v i z e d  and the i n h e r e n t l y  Case 
marked theme can  n o t  be p a s s i v i  zed. 
(41)  a. k a l u l u  anadyeredwa nsomba n d i  f i s i  
h a r e  w a s e a t e n  f i s h  by hyena 
"The h a r e ' s  f i s h  was e a t e n  by the hyena." 
b.*nsomba zinadyeredwa k a l u l u  n d i  f i s i  
f i s h  w a s e a t e n  h a r e  by hyena 
"the f i s h  o f  the h a r e  was e a t e n  by t h e  hyena." 
37. S .  Mchombo states (p.c .) t h a t  t h e r e  is ambigui ty  between many c a s e s  of 
s e n t e n c e s  wi th  b e n e f a c t i v e  d i r e c t  arguments  and wi th  NP/ECM9d possessors. 
T h i s  is ano ther  i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between b e n e f a c t i v e s  and r a i s e d  
possessors, which was r e f e r r e d  to  above i n  Notes.  
Likewise, i n  Tzo tz i l  (Aissen,  1979- s e e  below f o r  f u r t h e r  d i scuss ion )  , 
t he  theme becomes inhe ren t ly  Case marked when any non-direct argument 
assumes t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  Case. This is seen by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t he  r e c i p i e n t ,  
l o c a t i v e ,  bene fac t ive ,  o r  e t c .  t r i g g e r s  agreement, and can undergo 
Pass ive ,  whereas t h e  theme argument cannot i n  t h e  following examples. 38 
( 4 2 )  a. Ch -a k -ak' -be (E=Ergative Agr, A=Absolutive Agr) 
ip f  A2 E l  g ive  Appl 
" I ' l l  g ive  i t  t o  you."(A,19a) 
b. t e  7ak'-b - a t  - i k  Pun 
t h e r e  g ive  Appl Pass 3pl p a r t i c l e  
''There they  were a t tacked ."  
(lit .  There they  were given i t  .) (A,25)  
4.2.3.2 Kinyarwanda Geni t ive  Case and t h e  Uniformity Condition 
We now r e t u r n  t o  t h e  ques t ion  of g e n i t i v e  Case assignment i n  
Kinyarwanda. We saw e a r l i e r  t h a t  a possessor  may appear post-nominally,  
where i t  is assigned g e n i t i v e  Case, o r  prenominally,  where it r e l i e s  on ECM 
t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  Case F i l t e r .  There are two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  here .  E i the r  t h e  
possessor  NP can be base-generated i n  e i t h e r  of t he  two p o s i t i o n s ,  o r  i t  is 
base generated pos t -nanina l ly ,  and moves to  s p e c i f i e r  pos i t i on .  If the 
l a t t e r ,  and i f  g e n i t i v e  Case is inherent  i n  K i n y a r m d a ,  a s  i t  is i n  
English,  ( p l a u s i b l e ,  s i n c e  movement r u l e s  cannot  apply t o  a non ECM'd 
posses so r )  t h i s  movement c o n s t i t u t e s  a c l e a r  v i o l a t i o n  of the  Uniformity 
38.  The "Ezotzil d a t a  is from Aissen (l979) (=A) . The numbers r e f e r  t o  her 
example numbers. 
Condition. However, even if no movement is involved, the DC, as stated 
above might still be violated, since under our assumptions, (N') assigns 
a theta-role to the possessor, and is an inherent Case assigner, and yet 
does not assign Case to the possessor. We note howver that the 
distinction between Kinyarwanda and English here is that the former, unlike 
the latter, is unable to realize genitive Case on an NP in Specifier 
position. If we define "inherent Case marker" as follows, the Kinyarwanda 
and the English genitive Case assignment facts follow. 
(43) Inherent Case Marker 
CS! ( = P , N , A )  is an inherent Case marker iff it assigns Case to 
an NP at D-structure. 
This means that while all nouns (and prepositions, for the most part, 
and adjectives) are potential inherent Case markers, they are defined as 
such only in case they in fact appear with an argument in a position to 
which they can assign Case at D-structure. In English, since genitive Case 
can be assigned to specifier and/or complement positions, if there appears 
at D-structure an NP in one or both of these positions, the I? will meet 
the definition of inherent Case assigner, and genitive Case will 
obligatorily be realized on the NPs in question. On the other hand, an 
D-iglish "intransitive" nominal with no NP subject is not an inherent Case 
assigner (thus not a Case assigner at all). Naw, in Kinyarwanda, an NP 
will be an inherent Case marker only if an NP is base-generated in 
post-nominal position, since no inherent Case is assigned (or assignable) 
to  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n .  T h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  r u l e s  o u t  a movement d e r i v a t i o n  
(from p o s t -  to pre-nominal p o s i t i o n )  f o r  NP/ECM s t r u c t u r e s  i n  Kinyarwanda, 
as such would v i o l a t e  t h e  LC. T h i s  is because ,  t h e  head noun would t h e t a  
mark t h e  c h a i n  headed by t h e  p o s s e s s o r ,  b u t  i t  would n o t  a s s i g n  i t  Case ,  
s i n c e  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  r e c e i v e s  a c c u s a t i v e  Case from t h e  ve rb .  The noun 
would, o f  c o u r s e ,  a s s i g n  g e n i t i v e  Case to t h e  post-nominal p o s s e s s o r  a t  
D-s t ructure ,  b u t  i t  c o u l d  n o t  r e a l i z e  t h i s  Case a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  S i n c e  Case 
ass ignment  i n c l u d e s  both  ass ignment  and r e a l i z a t i o n ,  t h e  LC is  n o t  
s a t i s f i e d .  3 9 
4.2.4 NP/ECM with Double Case Marking 
4.2.4.1 T z o t z i l  NP/ECM 
T z o t z i l ,  a WS language w i t h  a S u r f a c e - e r g a t i v e  agreement sys tem,  is 
spoken i n  Chiapas ,  Mexico. It e x h i b i t s  NP/ECM i n  sane r e s p e c t s  s i m i l a r l y  
to Kinyarwanda. The T z o t z i l  d a t a  and most of t h e  T z o t z i l  in fo rmat ion  come 
39. I can t h i n k  o f  no  way t o  d e c i d e  whether movement must be p o s i t e d ,  and 
so n o  way to  test t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of r u l i n g  it o u t  Chomsky(1984) states 
t h a t  " i n  a language l a c k i n g  t h e  e q u i v a l e n t  o f  [the POSS i n s e r t i o n  r u l e  o f  
( 2 6 ) 1 ,  movement from the complement o f  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  is 
imposs ib le . "  (Chomsky, 1984 p -273)  . To test whether movement is e v e r  
r e q u i r e d  i n  NP/ECM cases i n  Kinyarwanda we would need to  see i f  d e v e r b a l  
nouns can undergo NP/ECM i n  Kinyarwanda, s i n c e  h e r e  t h e  "possessor"  would 
be a n  i n t e r n a l  argument,  and movement would be r e q u i r e d  by the Theta 
C r i t e r i o n .  
Â £ r a  Aissen '  s (1979) t e l a t i o n a l  G r m a r  a n a l y s i s .  40  We saw i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  
s e c t i o n  t h a t  i n d i r e c t  arguments ,  and o b l i q u e s  may r e c e i v e  s t r u c t u r a l  Case 
i f  t h e  a p p l i e d  a f f i x  - be is added t o  t h e  v e r b ,  and t h a t  t h e  theme is  t h e n  
o b l i q u e  .41 As i n  Kinyarwanda, a p o s s e s s o r  o f  a d i r e c t  o b j e c t  may r e c e i v e  
s t r u c t u r a l  Case ,  as ell as an  i n d i r e c t  or o b l i q u e  argument,  i f  - be is 
a f f i x e d  t o  t h e  v e r b .  In t h i s  case a l s o  t h e  object r e c e i v e s  i n h e r e n t  
Thus a possessed  object NP may appear  a s  i n  ( 4 4 ) ,  or a s  i n  
(44)  t a  -s -meltzan j -k1u7 (Note: A3 is 0) 
i p f  E3 make E l  c l o t h e s  
"She ' 11 make my c l o t h e s . "  ( A ,  43a) 
(45) a. Ch -i -s -meltzan-be j -k1u7 
i p f  Al E3 make Appl E l  c l o t h e s  
" S h e ' l l  make my c l o t h e s . "  (A,43b) 
b .  7 i - s  - z t l  i s -be  l a  s -nukula l  t i  pukuj-e 
p f  E3 sew Appl P a r t i c l e  E3 s k i n  the d e v i l - e n c l i t i c  
"He sewed up t h e  d e v i l ' s  skin ."  (A,26) 
40. Also o f  h e l p  was A i s s e n ( 1 9 8 3 ) .  As well as from her  f i e l d  work, h e r  
d a t a  cone  from t e x t s  c i t e d  i n  h e r  p a p e r ,  which we d o  n o t  c i te  h e r e .  
41. In f a c t ,  Aissen states t h e y  must appear  w i t h  - be i f  t h e y  are p r e s e n t ,  
b u t  t h e r e  are sane PPs. 
42. For 3 r d  pe rson  p o s s e s s o r s  NP/EEM is e s s e n t i a l l y  o b l i g a t o r y ,  Aissen  
states, b u t  i t  is o p t i o n a l  for 1st and 2nd p e r s o n  possessors. F u r t h e r ,  
NP/ECM is imposs ib le  i f  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  o f  t h e  d i r e c t  object is c o r e f e r e n t i a l  
wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  and i t  is also a p p a r e n t l y  imposs ib le  i f  t h e r e  is a n o t h e r  
non-d i rec t  ( i  .e. wi th  be) object i n  the c l a u s e .  
-
c. M i  m u k '  bu x -av - i l  -b -on j -tzeb? 
Q not ipf E2 see Appl A 1  El daughter 
"Haven't you seen my daughter?" (A,28) 
In (45), the verb must  agree absolutively with the possessor, not the 
possessed noun, as is clear in (45.a,c). Furthermore, intransitive passive 
verbs agree w i t h  the possessor, and not the possessed, that is to say, the 
possessor, and not the possessed NP becomes the subject of a passive verb. 
Note that if - -be is considered to signal oblique Case assignment to the 
theme, then its appearance i n  a passive structure does not pose any 
problems for the view of Passivization as involving a change i n  value of a 
(structural) Case assigning feature. However, as we saw above for 
Kinyarwanda, the applied aff ix cannot be considered a sign of oblique Case 
t o  a theme, since the aff ix appears in NP/ECM sentences where there is no 
theme. Instead, i t  signals the appropriation of the structural Case for 
the possessor. The existence of passive structures w i t h  applied affixes on 
the verb shows that i t  is necessary t o  appropriate the Case, (even though 
t h i s  Case cannot be assigned) before the possessor can become the subject 
of a passive verb. This is because, otherwise, the theme object would 
automatically be the potential recipient of the structural Case, and i f ,  as 
in passive clauses, t h i s  Case cannot be assigned, the theme would 
necessarily become the subject of a passive verb, since otherwise i t  would 
not receive Case. Then, an "indirect argument" would be l e f t  without Case 
and a violation would result .  
(46) L -a -ch ik l -b  - a t  t -a -chak-e 
pf A2 burn Appl pas s  t he  E2 a s s  e n c l i t i c  
"Your a s s  was burned" (A, 32) 
Nei ther  agreement (with o b j e c t ,  o r  with s u b j e c t  of a pas s ive  verb)  is 
p o s s i b l e  i f  t h e  ve rb  is not  su f f ixed  with -be. 
(47) a .  *Mi muk' bu x -av- i l  -on j-tzeb? 
Q n o t  ipf  E2 s e e  Al g i r l  (A,30) 
b. *L -a -ch ik l -e /a t  t -a -chak-e 
pf A2 burn pas s  t he  E2 a s s  e n c l i t i c  (A,34) 
Aissen(1979) a rgues  t h a t  t h e  possessor  o r i g i n a t e s  a s  t h e  possessor  of 
t h e  d i r e c t  o b j e c t ,  then is copied a s  an i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t .  It then is 
s u b j e c t  t o  the same advancement r u l e  t h a t  o p e r a t e s  ( o b l i g a t o r i l y )  t o  c r e a t e  
d i r e c t  arguments from i n d i r e c t  arguments, by t h e  s u f f i x a t i o n  of -be. In 
our  terms,  t h e  d a t a  can be seen  a s  fol lows.  The NP possessor  i n  t h e  
s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n ,  is governed by a matr ix verb. We assume a s t r u c t u r e  as 
shorn.  4 3 
43. The ex i s t ence  of examples such as "ti y-ajmul ti 7antz/ the E3 lover  t h e  
mnan/the m a n ' s  l ove r "  ( s ee  Vote below) shows t h a t  t h e  a r t i c l e ,  t h e  
agreement c l i t ic  and the  p s s e s s o r  can co-occur, and thus  none of them can 
be s a i d  t o  appear i n  t h e  same p o s i t i o n  as any o t h e r .  I assume an e x t r a  bar  
l e v e l  t o  account f o r  t h i s .  
NP 
/ \ 
N ' NP 
/ \  / \  
prt N N I 1  
/ \ 
prt N '  
s -nukulal ti pukuj-e 
E3 skin the devil 
If this verb is suffixed with be, it is able to assign structural Case 
-
to the possessor, (and inherent Case to the matrix object NP). Tzotzil 
NP/ECM suggests that a possessor NP may receive two Cases, since agreement 
continues to be marked on the head noun as well as on the verb (see 
below) . 
4 . 2 . 4 . 2  Constituency in 'faotzil NP/ECM 
Aissen posits a copying rule for nEtossessor Ascension" to indirect 
object on the basis of the fact that the matrix NP, including the 
possessor, and the possessor itself can both act as constituents. She 
proposes that either the original possessor, or the indirect object copy of 
the possessor may be null, with the other one appearing as a lexical NP. 
Thus both (49.a) or (49b) are possible for the NP in (45b). 
(49) (=Aissen,1979,55a,b) 
a. [mukulal [ti pukuje] ] [6} 
b -  [snukulal [^] [ti pukuje] 
In our account, the fact that the possessor may act as a separate 
constituent, or as part of its original NP follows since the possessor is 
BCM'd within the NP, rather than being either extracted from it, or copied 
as an indirect object. 
In arguing that the lexical possessor may be a separate constituent, 
Aissen notes that material may appear between the possessor and the 
possessed NP, when -be appears on the verb. 
(50) 71-k' as -b -at x -chak ta te7 ti bolom-e 
pf break Appl Pass E3 ass with stick the tiger enclitic 
"Tiger's ass was broken with a stick." (A,56) 
In (50) , the possessor - ti bolome, "the tiger" is available for ECM, as 
is evident from the appearance of the applied affix - be on the verb. When 
Passive applies, structural Case is not assigned and so the possessor 
becomes the subject, thus appearing sentence-finally. Since -- ta te7 is in 
the VP, it necessarily intervenes between the direct object (the preferred 
position of which is imnediately after the verb) and the subject. This is 
permitted in our ECM view. Since ti bolome is governed by the verb it may 
- 
act as a separate constituent, and so be passivized to subject position. 
(Still, we ignore the problem arising from the fact that there is no 
evidence that genitive Case has not been assigned to the possessor NP-see 
below .) 
On the other hand, Alssen notes that the (ECM'd) possessor and the 
possessed NP may act as a single constituent. This is seen in (51) where 
together they have been topicalized. 
(51) 7a-li s -tot ti tzeb-e 7i-k -il -be 
pt the E3 father the girl enclitic pf El see Appl 
ta Itobel. 
at Las Casas 
"The girl's father, I saw him in Las Casas." (A,59) 
I 
Since non-constituents may not be topicalized in Tzotzil, Aissen claims 
here that the indirect object copy of the possessor is null, with the 
possessor in its original NP internal position being lexical (see (49a) 
above) . 
Aissen's argument that non-constituents cannot be topicalized conies from 
the fact that there are near synonynous nouns which form minimal pairs, 
where one must be possessed and the other may not be possessed. An example 
is 9 and - ot, both meaning "tortilla". The first one may not be and the 
second one must be possessed. Since va_) cannot be possessed, the be 
- 
argument in the following sentence (52a) must be a notional benefactive and 
not a possessor. 
(52) a. 7i-j -meltzan-be vaj li Romin-e 
pf-El-make -Appl tortilla the Roroin-enclitic 
"I made tortillas for Itomin." (A,6l) 
b. *7a li vaj li m i n e  7ijmeltzanbe (A,63) 
The string vaj li Famine is not a constituent and may not be 
--
topicalized, as seen in (52b) . Cn the other hand, yot li Itomine in (53) is 
-- 
a constituent (possessor, possessed) and so may be topicalized as in 
( 5 3 )  a. 7i-j -meltzan-be y -ot li Fbmin-e 
pf-El-make -Appl E3 tortilla the Ranin-encli tic 
"I made Itomin's tortilla." (A,62) 
b. 7a li yot li m i n e  7ijmeltzanbe (A,64) 
For us, the topicalization of the possessor/possessed string is 
reasonably straighforward. Since the BCM'd possessor is still contained 
within its matrix NP, it can act with it as a constituent for the purpose 
of topicalization.44 However, this analysis raises the question of why a 
Tzotzil NP whose specifier has been ECM'd can act as a constituent for the 
purposes of topicalization, although a Fijian CP, and an Ehglish IP whose 
specifier has been ECM'd may not do so for the purposes of extraposition, 
44. Aissen gives an example which appears to show that the string of 
possessor/possessed can act both as a constituent and not as a constituent 
in a single clause. This is because, in the following sentence, according 
to Aissen's discussion (although it is not clear from the glosses), the 
subject of the passive verb is the possessor ti yajmul ti 7antz "the 
-- 
woman' s lover" , which we wauld therefore assume to have moved at some point 
to subject position without the pssessed N' ti "the penis", but that 
the topic is ti yat ti yajmul ti antz "the m='s lover's penis" which 
--- -- 
appears as a constituent in Topic position: "7a la ti y-at ti y-ajmul ti 
7antz Tun-el slekch vo -bat 7un/ pt pt the E3-penis the E3-lover the woman 
pt-enc apart roast-Appl-pass pt /"As for the woman's lover's penis, it was 
roasted separately". ( A 1 6 5 ) " )  However, this is under the assumption that 
Passive necessarily involves movement to subject. It is not clear that it 
does, since it might be possible to bind a postverbal argument with an 
expletive (although this would be incanpatible with the theory of chains 
and of Surface erqativity of Ifivin & Massam(1984) to be outlined in Chapter 
5. It would be interesting to test the constituency of this clause further, 
by using first and second person pronouns (to check agreement) and Control 
(to check subjecthood), if Control structures exist in Tzotzil. 
Tbpicalization, etc. We return to this below. 
4.2.4.3 Problems of Double Case Marking 
We now return to the problem of redundant Case assignment. Vow is it 
that the possessor NP is able to receive two Cases, which it seems to do 
since ECM does not affect the genitive agreement on the head noun? (i.e. 
an ECM'd possessor is agreed with on the verb and on the head noun) 
We have seen that in Tzotzil, a possessor NP appears to be able to 
receive two Cases. This is under the assumption that there is a 
correlation between the appearance of agreement on a Case assigner, and the 
assignment of Case. It is possible to consider this correlation false, 
i.e. to assume that although the head noun appears with an morpheme of 
agreement with its possessor, the head noun is not in fact assigning Case. 
However, while double Case assignment to a single NP is unusual, in that it 
is rarely discussed in the literature, it is not in fact ruled out in 
principle.45 There might then be nothing more illuninating to say about 
such a phenomenon other than that it is permissible in some languages, and 
not in others. With this assumption, i.e. that Case is assigned 
45. In Chomsky(1985) the possibility for double Case assignment of a 
possessor in a complement position would be ruled out by the Minimality 
Condition, which prevents a verb from governing (and hence, from assigning 
Case to) an NP for which there is a "closer" governor. "Closer" however, 
is defined in such as way so that an N is not considered closer than a 
matrix verb to an NP in specifier position. See Chapter 1. 
i n t e r n a l l y ,  as w e l l  as e x t e r n a l l y  i n  T z o t i l  NP/ECM, we can 
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  behaviour mentioned above between F i j i a n  and 
s u b j e c t s ,  and T z o t z i l  ECM'd p o s s e s s o r s  wi th  r e s p e c t  to  Top 
This w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  below. We n o t e  now t h a t  redundant 
account  f o r  t h e  
Ehgl i sh  ECMtd 
i c a l i z a t i o n  . 
Case marking 
raises q u e s t i o n s  wi th  r e s p e c t  to  t h e  LC, and t h e  Chain Condi t ion (which 
states t h a t  NP-traces a r e  [ -Case]  ) . 
The LC s t a t e s  t h a t  an i n h e r e n t  Case marker must govern t h e  head o f  a  
c h a i n  t o  which it a s s i g n s  a t h e t a  r o l e .  In a  T z o t z i l  s e n t e n c e  such as 
( 4 6 ) ,  the p o s s e s s o r  NP is p a s s i v i z e d  to s u b j e c t ,  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
it h a s  been a s s i g n e d  Case by t h e  N which governs  its trace. This  would 
appear  to v i o l a t e  t h e  DC. However, the UC is v i o l a t e d  by P a s s i v i z a t i o n ,  
o n l y  i f  the " g e n i t i v e t '  Case which t h e  possessor r e c e i v e s  is i n  f a c t  
i n h e r e n t .  S i n c e ,  m o r p h o l o g i c a l l y ,  the agreement on t h e  possessed  noun is  
i d e n t i c a l  t o  the s u b j e c t  agreement  ( e r g a t i v e )  on a  t r a n s i t i v e  v e r b ,  i t  is 
c o n c e i v a b l e  t h a t  t h i s  Case is n o t  i n h e r e n t  .46 A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h e  UC might  
need r e v i s i o n .  S i n c e  T z o t z i l  d a t a  which would de te rmine  t h i s  i s s u e  are 
l a c k i n g ,  we w i l l  n o t  set t le  t h i s  i s s u e  h e r e .  For d i s c u s s i o n  of other 
languages  i n  which redundant  Case marking a p p e a r s ,  see t h e  fo l lowing  
s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r .  (In these cases, NP/ECM a p p e a r s  to  i n v o l v e  
46. Also p a s s i v i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  is a v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  UC o n l y  i f  
t h e  possessor NP h a s  a c t u a l l y  m v e d  to  s u b j e c t  position. It is c o n c e i v a b l e  
(see Mate above) t h a t  n o  movement is involved i n  T z o t i l  p a s s i v e ,  i n  which 
Case t h e  DC would n o t  be v i o l a t e d  by t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s .  
movement t o  an NP-peripheral  p o s i t i o n .  ) 
me f i n a l  q u e s t i o n  t o  be d e a l t  wi th  concerning " fao tz i l  concerns  t h e  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  above.  We no ted  t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  is 
c o n t a i n e d  w i t h i n  its m a t r i x  NP, even a f t e r  BCM, i t  is unders tandab le  t h a t  
i t  can  act as a c o n s t i t u e n t  wi th  t h i s  NP. However, i n  F i j i a n  and Engl i sh  
ECM, t h e  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  ECM'd e lement  may n o t  act a s  a 
c o n s t i t u e n t  f o r  p u r p o s e s  of A-bar movement. (See Chapter 2 ) .  However, 
t h e r e  is a c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  ECM cases on t h e  one hand and t h e  
NP/ECM case o f  T z o t z i l  on t h e  o t h e r .  In t h e  l a t t e r ,  as we have n o t e d ,  the 
ECM'd element  d o e s  n o t  depend on the KM to s a t i s f y  t h e  Case F i l t e r ,  s i n c e  
i t  is independen t ly  Case marked by the head N w i t h i n  its c o n s t i t u e n t .  
Thus, it is p o s s i b l e  to  "obscure" t h e  ( e x c e p t i o n a l )  Case "path"  ( i n  an 
i n f o r m a l  s e n s e )  . In F i j i a n  and Ehgl i sh ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, the ECM'd NP 
relies s o l e l y  on the e x c e p t i o n a l  Case marker for its Case.  ( v h i c h  i t  
r e q u i r e s  f o r  p r e d i c a t i o n  p u r p o s e s ,  as d i s c u s s e d  i n  Chapter  2, and 5.)  If 
t h e  e n t i r e  c o n s t i t u e n t ,  i n c l u d i n g  the EEM1d NP is moved, no p a t h  is e x t a n t  
l e a d i n g  from the BCMer to  the BCM'd NP or its trace, and t h e  Case F i l t e r  
w i l l  be v i o l a t e d .  Hence, t h e  c l a u s e  i n t o  which KM o c c u r s  cannot  act as a 
c o n s t i t u e n t  f o r  p u r p o s e s  of movement. 
4 . 3  NP/ECM to Specifier of Subjects 
4.3.1 Introduction 
So far we have not discussed a t  a l l  any examples of ECM to  specifiers of 
categories in positions other than complement t o  a verb. In fac t ,  our 
theory predicts that such ECM w i l l  never occur. This i s  because of two 
things. First ,  the definition of government i s  such that i f  a category is 
not lexically theta governed, then i t s  specifier w i l l  not be governed (See 
Qiapter 1). Subjects, and adjuncts are not so governed, and hence their 
specifiers w i l l  not be governed by an element which might govern the 
subject or the adjunct. Additionally, we have characterized the general 
possibility of ECM t o  have an effect usually just i n  case there is some 
specific property of a lexical i t e m  which brings t h i s  result about. 
Examples we have seen are: the abil i ty of a verb t o  assign more than one 
Case, t o  subcategorize for IP, to  subcategorize for a CP which is a 
predicate, to  select a complement w i t h  a Case assigning element i n  its 
head, and etc. 47 
47.  In other Cases, such as Berber and H-ingarian, ECM occurs i n  less marked 
environments, since there are fewer constraints on A-bar chain Case 
matchings in these languages. 
INE'L, t h e  e lement  which a s s i g n s  Case t o  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  h a s  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
weaker r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  i ts  "Case-assignee" than  does  a ve rb .  For 
i n s t a n c e ,  s i n c e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  is n o t  one o f  head/complement, i t  d o e s  n o t  
i n v o l v e  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n ,  nor  d o e s  it i n v o l v e  s e l e c t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  48 
Hence, even f o r  reasons  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  concep t  of government,  we e x p e c t  
S / X M  n o t  t o  be possible t o  subject p o s i t i o n s ,  and such seems to be t h e  
case.4g S i m i l a r l y ,  it is p l a u s i b l e  to c o n s i d e r  t h a t  INFL i s  i n  g e n e r a l  
unab le  t o  a s s i g n  m u l t i p l e  cases. We would t h e r e f o r e  e x p e c t  t h a t  NP/ECM 
shou ld  never  arise i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  For t h e  most p a r t ,  t h i s  
e x p e c t a t i o n  is met. Languages wi th  NP/ECM o f t e n  restrict t h i s  to object 
p o s i t i o n  (Kinyarwanda, C h i c h e m ,  T z o t z i l )  , or t o  p o s i t i o n s  which are f o r  
some o t h e r  reason  t h a n  ob jec thood  governed by a v e r b  (Turkish ,  Hungarian,  
see below) . There  are,  however, some languages  i n  which NP/ECM to 
s p e c i f i e r s  of subject p o s i t i o n  NPs does o c c u r  (Chickasaw, Hungar ian) .  Can 
48. It a p p e a r s  to be the case t h a t  a v e r b  can  somehow select and 
s u b c a t e g o r i z e  for a p a r t i c u l a r  t y p e  o f  s u b j e c t ,  b u t  n o t  INPL. ttote t h a t  
t h i s  v iew t a k e s  agreement to be a f i l t e r .  
49. It h a s  been no ted  t h a t  i n  a TOS language such as Malagasy 
( T r a v i s , 1 9 8 0 ) ,  Ra i s ing  to S u b j e c t  can have t h e  e f f e c t  of "Subject-ECM", 
s i n c e  it is s t r i n g  vacuous.  T h i s  a n a l y s i s  would r e q u i r e  t h a t  we assume 
t h a t  h i s i n g  to S u b j e c t  v e r b s  t a k e  an e x t e r n a l  s e n t e n t i a l  argument,  r a t h e r  
t h a n  an i n t e r n a l  one.  (Thus: 
, where V. BCMs S) Then, however, wÂ w u l d  e x p e c t  "Subject-ECM" ( i  .e. 
R a i s i n g  to S u b j e c t )  to occur  to s e n t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t s  o f  v e r b s  which also 
have objects. Ra is ing  to  Subject is t h u s  a p r e f e r a b l e  a n a l y s i s .  I know of  
no o t h e r  p u t a t i v e  cases o f  Subject-ECM i n  t h e  case of s e n t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t s .  
t h e  d a t a  from these  languages be explained i n  our framework? W e  w i l l  
d i s c u s s  Chickasaw f i r s t .  50 
4.3.2 Chickasaw NP/ECM-The Data 
Chickasaw is an Western Muskogean language. The following Chickasaw 
d a t a  and information cone mainly f r a n  Garden, Gordon and Mmro(1982) 
(CG&M, 1982) , and Gordon and MJnro (1982) (G&M, 1982) . 51 
Chickasaw is an SOV language, with a complex system of agreement 
(descr ibed  i n  d e t a i l  i n  G&M,1982 and r e f e rences  t h e r e i n ) .  Verbs can ag ree  
wi th  t h e i r  s u b j e c t s ,  o b j e c t s  and i n d i r e c t  o b j e c t s  f o r  person and number, 
using an  agreement marker from one of t h r e e  classes. The choice of c l a s s  
is l e x i c a l l y  determined by t h e  verb. 52 The s u b j e c t  is marked with an  -t - 
s u f f i x ,  and the v e r b a l  arguments may be marked with a s u f f i x  -a. - (Note: 
under l in ing  i n  examples s i g n i f i e s  Nasa l iza t ion)  
50. Hyon Sook Choe informs me  t h a t  NP/ECM is p o s s i b l e  i n t o  s u b j e c t s  i n  
Korean. We w i l l  no t  d i s c u s s  t h i s  aspect of Korean here.  See below, 
Sec t ion  4 .5  regarding some o t h e r  Korean d a t a .  
51. Other sources  are Gordon(1984), Munro(1984) and, f o r  Choctaw, 
Davies(1981a,1981b).  CG&M provide arguments a g a i n s t  an a n a l y s i s  where t h e  
' r a i s e d "  possessor  is n o t  r a i s e d ,  bu t  r e c e i v e s  a t h e t a  r o l e  (something l i k e  
a d a t i v e  or benefac t ive)  d i r e c t l y  from t h e  verb.  I accept  t h e i r  arguments, 
and w i l l  simply assume t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  t o  be d iscussed  involve 
non-thematic v e r b a l  arguments. I r e f e r  t h e  reader  to CG&M f o r  t hese  
argurnents.1 am g r a t e f u l  to  Lynn Gordon and Guy Garden f o r  d i scuss ion  and 
comments . 
52. G&M show it is p a r t l y ,  b u t  no t  e n t i r e l y ,  semant ica l ly  based. 
(54) a. Agreement Markers 
I I I 
1% -1i sa- 
2% i sh- chi 
3% ^ .o' 
b. i. aalhpi's -1i 
righteous ISgI 
"I am righteous." 
iii. an -takhol bi 
1Sg I11 lazy 





i i . sa -ssi kopa 
Is1 1 mean 
I am mean ." 
-a abi -tok 
woman Sbj Is111 father Obi kill past 
"The vroman killed my father ." (CG&M, 2) 
In genitive NPs, the possessor appears before the head noun, and the 
head agrees with its possessor using a class I11 (alienable) or class I1 
(inalienable) morpheme. Pronoun possessors are null, with agreement 
appearing on the head noun (see (54c) above) . 
(55) a. sa-shki' 
ISg I1 mother 
"my mother" 
c. Jan ishkin 
Jan eye(s) (311=$) 
"Jan's eyes" 
Lhder certain conditions, 
b.  aiit-ofi' 
ISgIII dog 
"my dog" 
d. Jan im-ofi' 
Jan 3111 dog 
"Jan Is dog" 
NP/BCM in Chickasaw occurs to specifiers of 
subjects. (It also applies to objects, with certain differences in 
behaviour, see below.) There are two types of Np/ECM, exemplified 
53 below. . 
(56)  a. - No NP/EEM 
[Jan i -Â£osh '-at] talowa 
Jan 3111 bird Sbj s i n g  (31 Agr=@ 
b. NP/ECM-Type A 
[Jan-at] [foshi ' -at] i n  -talowa 
Jan Sbj bird %J 3111 s ing  
c. NP/BCM-Type B -
[Jan-at] [ i  foshi '-at ] talowa 
Jan Sbj 3171 bird Sbj sing (CG&M, 10a.b.c .) 
In (56b) (Type A)  , NP/ECM involves the disappearance of the genitive I11 
agreement, the appearance of -t - (subject marker) on the EM'd possessor, 
and the appearance of 111-agreement on the verb, agreeing with the EEM1d 
possessor. In the third example (Type B ) ,  the only difference between the 
ECMtd and the non-ECMtd sentence is that the -at marker appears on the 
 
ECM'd possessor. In t h i s  case, no 111-agreement appears on the verb. 54 
The two types of NP/B34 act the same in a l l  respects for a l l  tes ts  for 
53. CG&M give several arguments that the possessed NP is the  "underlying" 
subject i n  constructions such as these. For instance, only they may 
sat is fy  semantic and grammaticalized selectional restrictions (such as for 
particular lexical items or for roundness or longness), they govern stem 
suppletive number agreement, and they act as antecedents for reflexive 
(absorbed) objects (see Ibte below). 
54. It is i n  fact unclear from the sources cited whether no agreement shows 
up on the verb i n  Type B NP/BCM, or just not I11 agreement. Tb determine 
t h i s ,  it would be necessary to  have a pair of examples i n  which agreement 
appears which is not n u l l ,  t o  see i f  i t  disappears under NP/ECM. CG&M 
s ta te  explicitly for colour verbs that their regular 11-agreement 
disappears under NP/ECM, b u t  they do not make a general statement on t h i s  
topic. 
sub jec thood  t o  be d i s c u s s e d  below, accord ing  to CG&M(1982) . We w i l l  n o t  
d i s c u s s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  two t y p e s  o f  NP/ECM here .  Cur 
assumption is t h a t  t h e y  d i f f e r  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to  t h e  t y p e  of Case which is 
dona ted  ( i n  a s e n s e  to be made p r e c i s e  below) by t h e  v e r b ,  where t h e  f i r s t  
t y p e  is incompat ib le  ( p o s s i b l y  o n l y  a t  the phonolog ica l  l e v e l )  wi th  
g e n i t i v e  I11 Case marking,  and t h e  second t y p e  is n o t .  Some v e r b s  may 
a s s i g n  e i t h e r  t y p e ,  w h i l e  o t h e r s  are s p e c i f i e d  a s  being a b l e  to  a s s i g n  one 
or t h e  o t h e r  t y p e .  5 5 
That  E M  is involved i n  (56b) and (56c) , and t h a t  t h e  B31'd NP acts a s  
the s y n t a c t i c  s u b j e c t ,  is clear by t h e  fo l lowing  f a c t s ,  i s o l a t e d  i n  
CG&M(1982) . . S u b j e c t  marking ( t )  a p p e a r s  on t h e  EOfl'd p o s s e s s o r ,  and 
v e r b a l  agreement i n  T/pe A BCM is with  the BGM1d possessor r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  
head noun (as s e e n  c l e a r l y  i n  ( 5 7 ) ) ,  as is t h e  o p t i o n a l  t h i r d  p e r s o n  p l u r a l  
agreement - h m  (compare ( 5 a  and 5 b ) .  
(57) h a t t a k  -at an -chaaha 
husband Sb j  Is111 t a l l  
"My husband is t a l l . "  (CGLM, 11. b) 
55. Munro(1984) g i v e s  examples showing t h a t  g e n i t i v e  agreement w i t h  an 
ECM'd possessor may show up i n  t h e  same c l a u s e  as 111-agreement on t h e  v e r b  
if t h e  possessor is an i n a l i e n a b l e  o n e ,  t h u s  t a k i n g  11-agreement, and n o t  
111-agreement on t h e  head noun. (The example is g iven  below) This  s u g g e s t s  
t h a t  i t  might be a f a i r l y  s u p e r f i c i a l  f a c t o r  which r u l e s  o u t  t h e  
co-occurence of agreements ,  however, whether t h i s  is the case remains  to  b e  
de te rmined .  
56. Other arguments i n c l u d e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a d v e r b s  can appear  between an 
ECM'd NP and its p o s s e s s e d ,  an ECM'd NP may be postposed , etc . 
(58) a.  " h w "  -no NP/ECM 
h a t t a k x  -amboh-at hoo l i t i h a  
man 3111 house Sb j 3PL d i r t y  
"The man' s/menl s houses a r e  d i r t y . "  
b .  "hoo" with NP/ECM 
--
ha t t ak -a t  aboh - a t  hoo-i - 1 i t i h a  
man Sbj h o u s e S b j  3P13111di r ty  
"The men's house/houses a r e  d i r t y . "  (C,G&M,19b,20b) 
In a d d i t i o n ,  hoot focuss ing ,  reserved f o r  s u b j e c t s ,  appears  on the  EKM'd 
possessor  (59a ,b ,c) , adverbs may appear between t h e  possessor  and t h e  
possessed when ECM. has  occurred the  EEM'd NP may be p s t p o s e d .  See 
example below. 
(59)  a. "hoot" focus -no NP/ECM 
--
ihoo j, - fosh i9-oot  talowa-tok 
m a n  3111 b i r d  hoot s i n g  Ps t  
' I t  was a b i rd  of t he  wman s t h a t  sang." 
b. "hoot" focus -wi th  NP/ECM 
ihoo  -hoot f o s h i l - a t  i n  -talowa-tok 
woman hoot b i r d  Sbj  3111 s i n g  Ps t  
"It was a m a n  whose b i r d  sang." 
c . "hoot" focus  with NP/ECM 
--
*ihoo - a t  fo sh i1 -oo t  i n  -talowa-tok 
m a n  Sb j b i r d  hoot 3111 s i n g  p a s t  (CG&MI 18a ,b ,c) 
(60) a. Adverb Placement -no NP/ECM 
 
*Jan oblaashaash im-of i l -a t  i l l i-tok 
Jan yesterday 3111 dog -Sbj die-Pst  
''Yesterday Jan ' s dog d i ed .  I' 
b. Adverb Placement with NP/ECM 
-Jan-at oblaashaash i m  - o f i l - a t  i l l i - t o k  
~ .-- 
Jan  Sbj yes te rday  3111 dog Sbj d i e  Pst  (CG&M115b,16b) 
(61) a. Bastposing -no NP/ECM 
*im-of1'-at yopi Jan 
3111 dog Sbj  s w i m  
" J a n ' s  dog is swirrrning .'I 
b .  Pos tpos ing  -with NP/ECM 
o f i  ' -at  i -yopi Jan-a t  
3111 Sbj 3111 s w i m  J a n  Sbj (CG&M, 17b,d)  
And f i n a l l y ,  t h e  s w i t c h  r e f e r e n c e  sys tem ( s e e  CG&M, 1982, and G&M, 1982) 
which r e f e r s  to t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h e  main c l a u s e  (see CG&M and r e f e r e n c e s  
t h e r e i n  f o r  a r g u n e n t s  to  t h i s  e f f e c t ) ,  r e f e r s  to  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  o f  t h e  
s u b j e c t  when EKM h a s  a p p l i e d  a s  seen  below. 
(62) a. % i t c h  Reference- (SS=Same S u b j e c t ,  DS=Dif f e r e n t  S u b j e c t )  
Jan-at  aya-tok abika-hootakot  
Jan-Sb j l e a v e  F s t  s i c k  because/SS 
"Jan l e f t  because  s h e  was sick." 
b. Jan-at  aya  - tok  ab ika-hoo tako  
Jan S b j  l e a v e  P s t  sick becausg/ 'D~ 
" J a n .  l e f t  because  h e / s h e . / t h e y  was/were s i c k . "  
( c G & ~ ,  21a ,b) I 
(63) a.  Switch Reference -no NP/ECM 
 i h o o  yamma i - h a t t a k - a t  t o c h c h i ' n a  
woman that 3111 man Sbj t h r e e  
ayoppanch i -hootakot  
l i k e  because/% 
"That woman's husbands .  are t h r e e  because  t h e y  
l o v e  h e r .  n 3 j 
b .  i h o o  yamma i -ha t t ak-a t  t o c h c h i ' n a  
m a n  t h a t  5111 man Sbj t h r e e  
ayoppanchi-hootako 
like b e c a u s G / ~ s  
"That woman'si husbands  are t h r e e  because  she i  
l o v e s  them." 
(OR .... because  p e r s o n  l o v e s  p e r s o n  ) (CG&M123a,b) 
x Y 
(64) a .  Switch Reference -with NP/ECM 
i h o o  yamm-at h a t t a k - a t  i n  - t o c h c h i f n a  
woman that Sbj man S b j  3111 t h r e e  
ayoppanchi-hootakot 
l i k e  because/SS 
"That woman's. husbands are three because she 
loves then." j 
b. ihoo yamm-at hattak-at i n  -tochchi1na 
m a n  that Sbj man Sbj 3111 three 
ayoppanchi-hootako 
like ~ ~ C ~ U S ~ / D S  
"That woman s husbands are three because they love her ." 
(OR. . . . .because 3person love ( s) 3person ) (CG&M, 2 4a , b) Y 
4.3.3 The Ergativity of Chickasaw NP/B^M 
In the Chickasaw examples of NP/ECM above, NP/ECM i s  occurring to 
specifiers of subjects. This is unpredicted, given our definition of 
government, and hypothesis above that INFL's relationship w i t h  the subject 
is too weak for KM to  occur. That the second of these need not be 
substantially changed to account for the Chickasaw data is shown by the 
fact that NP/ECM to  specifiers of subjects i s  permissible only w i t h  certain 
verbs. (Ms w i  11 discuss the government problem below.) In particular, 
only intransitive verbs allow N!?/BCM to their subject position, and not a l l  
verbs of this type allow i t  . '' Flirthermore, no verb which appears w i t h  
subject agreement from class I11 allows NP/ECM to its subject. 5e h d  
57. Reflexive verbs also allow i t .  This argues for a lexical 
reflexivization rule, where the theta-role of the object is absorbed, and 
hence is not structurally present, rather than a syntactic Binding Theory 
type of reflexive. In lexical reflexivization it is expected that 
non-argunents of a verb may not act as antecedents or reflexive anaphors. 
This appears to  be true i n  Chickasaw, since NP/ECM1d "subject" possessors 
may not act as antecedents. 
58. It i s  possible that the source of a l l  Case marking i n  Chickasaw is the 
verb, and not INFL, since the type of agreement w i t h  the subject is 
f i n a l l y ,  verbs  a r e  l e x i c a l l y  marked as t o  whether they a l low NP/BCM of Type 
A, Type B ,  o r  both (o r  n e i t h e r )  . 5 9 
It is  c l e a r  then ,  t h a t  a l though NP/ECM is occurr ing  t o  subjec t  p o s i t i o n ,  
i ts a p p l i c a b i l i t y  is c o n t r o l l e d ,  no t  by INFL, t h e  d i r e c t  source of the  ECM, 
bu t  r a t h e r ,  by the  f e a t u r e s  of the  verb  of which the  ECM'd NP i s  the  
s u b j e c t .  Hence it seems n o t  t o  be t i e d  t o  any p a r t i c u l a r  proper ty  d INFL, 
bu t  r a t h e r ,  to some p a r t i c u l a r  proper ty  of t he  v e r b ,  i n  accordance with our 
hypothes is  above. In determining how t h e  ve rb  c o n t r o l s  a Case ass igning  
ope ra t ion  which t akes  p l ace  between INFL and a sub jec t  NP, we w i l l  d i s c u s s  
how it  is t h a t  t h e  t r a n s i t i v i t y  of a ve rb  can e f f e c t  t he  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of 
& c a l l  t h a t  we claimed t h a t  ECM is p o s s i b l e  only  i f  t h e r e  is an "extra"  
---------- 
determined by the ve rb ,  i n  a way perhaps s i m i l a r  to the  choice by e r g a t i v e  
ve rbs  of a p a r t i c u l a r  a u x i l i a r y  i n  Romance languages (cf. Perhnutter ,1978,  
Burz io  ,1981. This  would make Chickasaw even more "erga t ive /absolu t ive"  
than we cons ider  it to be h e r e ,  and i n  ways which would be of g r e a t  
i n t e r e s t .  2 t h i s  is t h e  r i g h t  approach, then i t  would fo l low t h a t  
111-agreement ve rbs  could n o t  NP/ECM, because they  would no t  have a " f r ee"  
Case,  s i n c e  t h i s  Case is requi red  f o r  the "underlying" sub jec t .  The i s s u e s  
he re  a r e  canplex,  and we w i l l  no t  exp lo re  them f u r t h e r .  G&M(1982) provide 
an i n t e r e s t i n g  d iscuss ion  of many a s p e c t s  of Chickasaw agreement. 
59. CGM exp la in  t h a t  a l l  co lou r  ve rbs  (which have I1 agreement with t h e i r  
s u b j e c t s )  take the  N P / B C M  without  I11 agreement on the  verb while numbers 
(with I agreement) t ake  NP/ECM of e i t h e r  type .  Nbst a c t i v e  verbs  which do  
no t  allow both types take  the  NP/B31 type with I11 agreement,  and most 
s t a t i v e  verbs  which only  allow one NP/ECM type  t ake  t h e  type without I11 
agreement on the  verb.  In g e n e r a l ,  which type is used is semant ica l ly  
unpred ic t ab le ,  and i n  some c a s e s  synonyms f a l l  i n t o  d i f f e r e n t  classes. See 
below f o r  f u r t h e r  d i scuss ion .  
Case available to be assigned to the possessor NP. Naw, anticipating the 
theory of Case to be presented in Chapter 5, we assume the following. 
0 (65) Z a governor, then z0 has associated with it Cz 
where C = Abstract Case 
According to (65), every verb, even an intransitive one, has a Case (5) 
associated with it. In intransitive clauses (rftaichihaver[~GAC>~roit-;)E; 
Surface-ergative languages, this will percolate up a V-INFL" path to be 
assigned by INFLto the subject. CI in such languages will renain 
unassigned in intransitive clauses, as it is a default Case. In 
nominative/accusative languages on the other hand, it is C_, nominative 
Case, which is assigned to the subject in intransitive clauses while Cv, 
accusative remains unassigned. (See Chapter 5 for a detailed exposition.) 
Thus, there will be an unused Case in every intransitive sentence. 
The transmission of Case from the verb to INFLO is usually accompanied 
by morphologically ergative Case marking, (subjects of intransitives and 
objects of transitives are absolutive, and subjects of transitives are 
ergative). This is due to the fact that the absolutive Case from the verb 
overrides the ergative Case associated with INFL. However, it is plausible 
that there could be languages which display ergativity with respect to 
their Case assigning mechanisms, but in which the Case morphology does not 
reflect the source of the Case. Chickasaw NP/ECM argues that Chickasaw is 
just such a language. Here, in an intransitive clause, the Case associated 
w i t h  c e r t a i n  v e r b s  c a n  be t r a n s m i t t e d  to INFL, which then  becanes  
mul t i -Cased ,  and hence p e r m i t s  NP/BCM. Unlike  i n  t h e  case of 
S u r f a c e - e r g a t i v i t y ,  t h e  v e r b a l  Case does  n o t  o v e r r i d e  t h e  Case a s s o c i a t e d  
w i t h  INFL, b u t  r a t h e r ,  is a s s i g n e d  a long wi th  i t .  Chickasaw is f u r t h e r  
u n l i k e  t r u e  S u r f a c e - e r g a t i v e  languages  i n  t h a t  i t  d o e s  n o t  e x h i b i t  e r g a t i v e  
Case morphology. Hence, i t  seems t h a t  t h e  morphological  form of a Case 
marker depends n o t  on t h e  s o u r c e  o f  t h e  Case, b u t  r a t h e r  on t h e  c a t e g o r i a l  
s t a t u s  (V, I, etc.) o f  t h e  immediate Case a s s i g n e r .  Thus, s u b j e c t s  of 
t r a n s i t i v e s  and o f  i n t r a n s i t i v e s  both  d i s p l a y  -t - marking (a l though  i t  is 
n o t  clear i f  t h i s  is a Case marker ,  see be low) ,  and o b j e c t s  of t r a n s i t i v e s  
appear  e i t h e r  wi th  no  mar king o r  wi th  -a. - The agreement markers also are 
n o t  morpholog ica l ly  e r g a t i v e .  A l l  d I, 11, and I11 t y p e s  o f  agreement may 
be used to a g r e e  wi th  e i t h e r  a s u b j e c t  o f  a t r a n s i t i v e ,  or an i n t r a n s i t i v e ,  
and I1 and I11 may be used f o r  v e r b a l  objects.6o But Olickasaw agreement 
d i s p l a y s  e l e m e n t s  of e r g a t i v i t y ,  i n  that t r a n s i t i v e  s u b j e c t s  ( a g e n t s )  are 
u s u a l l y  marked w i t h  I agreement ,  whereas  i n t r a n s i t i v e  s u b j e c t s  are u s u a l l y  
marked (a long wi th v e r b a l  a r g m e n t s )  wi th  I1 o r  111 agreement .  ( T h i s  
sys tem is n o t  t i g h t ,  however,- as G&M(1982) demons t ra te ,  it h a s  become 
i d i o s y n c r a t i c  and h i g h l y  l e x i c a l i z e d . )  And f u r t h e r m o r e ,  f o r  Qioctaw, a 
language c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  Chickasaw, Davies(1981b) o b s e r v e s  t h a t  
e r g a t i v i t y  (or a b s o l u t i v i t y )  is e x h i b i t e d  i n  NP/TCM ( "Possessor  Rais ing"  i n  
60. There a p p e a r s  to be no  c l e a r c u t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  Case ass ignment  of 
direct v s  i n d i r e c t  v e r b a l  arguments.  See G&M(1982). 
Itelational Granrnar terms) . This is true of Chickasaw also. Both  languages 
allow NP/EEM to objects (see below), as well as to subjects of intransitive 
verbs. "these observations f a l l  out if we assume that NP/ECM i n  general is 
alv~ays associated with verbal Case marking, and therefore that in Chickasaw 
NP/ECM, the "extra" Case i n  fact is donated by the verb to INFL, which then 
passes it  on to  the subject. 6 1  
4.3.4 Multiple NP/ECM i n  Chickasaw 
4.3.4.1 NP/ECM Structures 
Chickasaw NP/ECM as well as appearing to provide a counterexample to the 
claim that the phenomenon aâ ECM is verb governed, also presents 
counterexamples to the claim that Case assignment is unique (See (31)) .  
This counterexemplification i s  seen in sentences w i t h  iterative Nl?/BCM. 
The possessor (1) of a possessor ( 2 )  of a noun may receive -t - marking, i f  
possessor (2) has been ECMgd . 
(66)  a. Jan im -aaimpal iyy-at oppolo 
Jan 3111 table leg Sbj broken 
"Jan ' s table ' s leg i s  broken." 
61. The fact that NP/BCM becomes impossible when there is any internal 
argument, and not just an object (for example, a locative) argues f i r s t  
that i n  Chickasaw, l ike Kinyarwanda, many Cases are assigned by one verb, 
and second, that i n  losing i t s  Case to INE'L, the verb loses i ts  [+CAI 
feature also. 
b. Jan im -aaimp-at iyy-at opplo 
Jan 3111 table Sbj leg Sbj broken 
c. Jan-at im -aaimp-at iyy-at opplo 
Jan Sbj 3111 table Sbj leg Sbj broken (CG&M,40a,brc) 
This process of iteration is apparently unlimited. CG&M(1982) give 
examples with up to six iterations of ECM, and attribute the difficulties 
of further iterations to performance factors. 
(67) Jan-at in -kaanal at im -ofi '-at iyy-at 
Jan Sbj 3111 friend Sbj 3111 dog Sbj leg Sbj 
hishi'-at ibitop-at lowa-tok 
hair Sb j end -Sb j burn Pst 
'Jan's friend's dog's leg's hair's ends caught fire." 
(The ends of the hair on Jan's friend's dog's legs 
caught fire .")  (CG&C, 43b) 
It seems then that the structural Case donated by the verb is able to be 
assigned to any number of NPs. Several questions arise. First, what is 
the structure of sentences such as (67 and 13b,c)? Second, why is INFL, 
and not the verb, able to iterate its W/ECM Case assignment? (it seems 
that iteration does not occur in object NP/BCM, to be discussed below.) 
And third, how is it that INE'L may assign any number of Cases just in case 
it is able to assign two? In other words, if INFL has the ability to 
assign many Cases, why is its ability to do so dependent on the particular 
verb in the clause? And finally, given our definition of government, why 
is INFL able to effect W/ECM at all, since we have declared it unable to 
govern into the specifier of the subject? 
In our framework, Case is assigned under government. Hence, in NP/BCM 
i t  is n e c e s s a r y  to  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  t h e  p o s s e s s o r  NP is governed by t h e  Case 
a s s i g n e r ,  and i n  i t e r a t i v e  NP/ECM, i t  is n e c e s s a r y  to c o n s i d e r  t h a t  each  
f u r t h e r  embedded possessor  NP may become governab le  o n l y  as i t s  p o s s e s s o r  
is governed.  T h i s  s u c c e s s i v i t y  is n e c e s s a r y ,  s i n c e  no p o s s e s s o r  may be 
BGM'd u n l e s s  i ts  p o s s e s s o r  h a s  been ECM'd. For a c o n s t r u c t i o n  wi th  E M  o f  
t h r e e  l e v e l s  of embedding, such as (13c)  , we propose  t h e  fo l lowing  
s t r u c t u r e .  6 2 
Jan, aaimpa . ( t a b l e )  
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62. This s t r u c t u r e  r e v i v e s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  a d v e r b  placement (between an  
ECM1d p o s s e s s o r  and its p o s s e s s e d )  answered by CG&M i n  a movement 
a n a l y s i s .  We assume t h a t  i t  is always possible to a d j o i n  NPs t o  a c h i e v e  a 
sc rambl ing  e f f e c t ,  as i t  is possible to p u t  an a d v e r b  a f t e r  a s u b j e c t  i n  a 
r e g u l a r  c l a u s e  also. The s t r u c t u r e  also a p p e a r s  to raise q u e s t i o n s  
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  Uniformity  Condi t ion ,  similar t o  t h o s e  r a i s e d  and d i s c u s s e d  
f o r  T z o t z i l  above. Here t o o ,  t h e  (trace of  t h e )  p o s s e s s o r  a p p e a r s  t o  
r e c e i v e  Case bo th  from t h e  noun and from an e x t e r n a l  s o u r c e .  It is l i k e l y  
t h a t  t h e  double  Case marking h a s  an e f f e c t  on t h e  UC i n  some way. 
Jan aaimpa iyy 
Thus, each NP is finally governed by INFL, and is accessible for -t - Case 
marking. Also, it becomes able to be governed only as its dominating NP 
becomes governed. Furthermore, each possessor trace is antecedent governed 
by its coindexed NP after its extraction to become a daughter of IP. 6 3 
This analysis also explains why there is a fixed order for NP/ECM1d NPs and 
their possessors. 6 4 
Why is this iterativeness possible only in case of subject specifier 
ECM? Although NP/BCM is possible in Chickasaw to object position, it is 
not iterative in such positions. An example of object NP/ECM ( (4a,b) from 
Munro,1984) appears below. (Here I11 agreement always appears on the 
63. We assume that the positions moved to already exist in D-structure, 
because we assume the Extended Projection Principle which requires that 
subjects of Predication be base generated. This will become crucial for 
our theory of chains and Case, in Chapter 5. 
64. CG&M state (citing Gordon,1980) that in Maricopa, iterative NP/ECM is 
not possible. The possibility for it, then, is determined by the 
conjunction of various language specific properties. 
verb. ) 
(69) a. 0fi'-at ihoo im -pask -a apa tok 
dog Sbj woman I11 bread Eon-~bj eat  st 
"The dog ate the woman's bread ." 
b. mi'-at ihoo -a pask -a im -apa tok 
dog Sbj woman :on-~bj bread non-Sbj I11 eat Pst 
''The dog ate the woman's bread ." 
A related question here is: Why is iterativeness (as well as NP/ECM at 
all) possible only if the INF1 appropriates the Case of the verb? We have 
proposed above that in general, NP/BCM is possible only if there is an 
extra Case available, and that this explains, in part, the restricted 
occurrence of NP/ECM. This position is based on the claim that for each 
Case there may be only one recipient. If on the contrary, a single Case 
may be assigned to many NPs, why is NP/ECM not possible more generally? 
And if a second Case is necessary, why is it just after this second Case is 
available that INFL gains its ability to assign a Case to each NP it 
governs? 
4.3.4.2 Case Assignment as Linking 
These questions can be explained formally if we adopt the insight of 
Borer(1984, 1983) and of J. Levin (P.c.) in the conception of Case marking 
as i n v o l v i n g  t h e  l i n k i n g  between t i e r s . 6 5  In  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  Case i n  Levin & 
Massam(1984) (and see Chapter  5 ) ,  p o t e n t i a l  Case a s s i g n e r s  are c o n s i d e r e d  
to  e n t e r  t h e  syn tax  wi th  an a s s o c i a t e d  Case ,  as is s t a t e d  i n  (6 .5)  a b o v e ) .  
W e  w i l l  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  Case to be l i n k e d  to t h e  v e r b .  
An NP C-commanded by a Case a s s i g n e r  may be coindexed wi th  t h i s  Case 
a s s i g n e r .  I f  a government r e l a t i o n  h o l d s  between t h e  two e l e m e n t s ,  Case 
ass ignment  may t a k e  p l a c e ,  where we view Case ass ignment  t o  i n v o l v e  l i n k i n g  
as f o l l o w s .  
For a v e r b ,  its Case w i l l  sp read  ( d i r e c t i o n a l l y  s p e c i f i c a l l y  accord ing  
t o  the language)  , t o  an a d j a c e n t  (governed)  NP, i f  t h e  v e r b  is [+CAI . 66 
65. T h i s  view of  Case marking as l i n k i n g  was J. L e v i n ' s  concep t  of Case 
th roughout  the w r i t i n g  of Levin & Massam(1984). 
66. As d i s c u s s e d  i n  Manzini (1984) and i n  Massam ( l984b)  , p h r a s a l  
p h o n o l o g i c a l  r u l e s  such as l i a i s o n  and m u t a t i o n  which can be viewed as 
l i n k i n g  r u l e s  t a k e  p l a c e  w i t h i n  c-command and government domains also. 
The Case associated with the verb is unable to spread if the verb is 
[-CAI . (except perhaps in quirky Case ; see 2.2.4) But in Surface-ergative 
languages, the Case associated with the verb must be assigned. (See 
Chapter 5.) (It is this necessity, as argued in Levin & Massam, which forms 
the core of the Surface-ergative vs nominative/accusative parameter). The 
Case is therefore de-linked from the verb, and is projected along the 
V-INFLO path. It then may link to INFL and be assigned (i .e. linked, by 
convention) according to the directionality value for INFL Case assignment, 
to the NP governed by INFL. 
We have seen above that Chickasaw NP/ECM in essence involves ergativity, 
but that it also differs from standard Surface-ergativity in several ways. 
We can consider that in Chickasaw, the verbal Case is de-linked and 
projected to INFL, and that it is then linked to INFL, so to be assigned in 
accordance with the standard INE'L-NP Case assignment constraints. The 
original CI is then delinked, and by convention, is able to spread without 
constraint. 
We w i l l  see i n  (+) t h a t  t h i s  view o f  Case c a n  be extended t o  account  f o r  
a s p e c t s  o f  Hungarian NP/BCM also. 
4 .3 .4 .3  Conclusion So Far 
T h i s  concep t ion  of Case ass ignment  t h e n ,  p r o v i d e s  answers t o  t h e  
q u e s t i o n s  posed above.  To review: 
F i r s t ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  NP/ECM is determined by t h e  v e r b  (which must 
a lways  be i n t r a n s i t i v e ,  g i v e n  o u r  view) because  i t  is t h e  v e r b a l  p r o p e r t y  
o f  e r g a t i v i t y  (i .e.  o f  being a b l e  to r e l e a s e  i ts  Case t o  INFL) which 
d e t e r m i n e s  the p s s i b i l i t y  f o r  N P / B C M .  Hence NP/ECM h e r e  too is, as we 
c la imed  above,  p s s i b l e  only i f  t h e r e  is an e x t r a  Case a v a i l a b l e .  
Second, g iven  Case Uniqueness (see (3.1)  ) , we would n o t  e x p e c t  NP/ECM t o  
be i t e r a t i v e  i n  Chickasaw. The f a c t  that i t  is, and t h a t  it  is j u s t  i n  
case of s u b j e c t  NP/ECM, is e x p l a i n e d  by t h e  weakening o f  Case un iqueness  t o  
include only linked Cases. ' It is the normal situation for a Case to be 
linked; other situations must be derived by rule. Hence, iterative Case 
assignment is the marked situation . 
Third, our definition of government is unaffected by this analysis, as 
we do not require INFL to govern into the specifier of the subject for 
NP/ECM to occur. This is because it is possible for the NP in specifier 
position to move into a position which is a daughter of the IP which 
dominates the NP of which it is the specifier. This movement is ruled out 
in non-NP/ECM structures, due to the fact that the NP does not receive Case 
unless INFL contains an extra Case donated by a verb, lexically marked as 
being able to donate its Case. 
It is important to question here, however, why the possessor NP hanging 
frcm IP requires Case. In English, the adjunction site for Ibpicalization 
appears to be IP, and an Siglish Ibpicalized NP does not require Case 
independent of the Case assigned to a coindexed NP in a theta position. 
Recall that a similar question arose with respect to the (SPEC2) daughters 
of CP in the case of S/ECM in Fijian, Niuean, etc. There, it was 
determined that the reason for the Case requirement was due to the fact 
that the SPEC2 NP was acting as a subject for the CP of which it was a 
67. In the case of Chickasaw object NP/BCM the dative Case is attached to 
the verb, and hence is not iteratively assignable. In this respect it is 
different than Hungarian dative Case, which is iteratively assignable in 
cases of NP/ECM, as we will discuss in the next section. 
d a u g h t e r ,  and t h e r e f o r e  needed a Case independent  o f  t h e  one a s s i g n e d  to 
t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  wi th  which i t  is coindexed (see a l s o  Chapter 5 ) .  A Case 
F i l t e r  which is based on t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  V i s i b i l i t y ,  n o t  j u s t  o f  
T h e t a - r o l e s ,  b u t  also of s u b j e c t s  f o r  p r e d i c a t i o n ,  w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h i s  NP to 
be ass igned  Case. Now, n o t e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  Chickasaw. Here,  as s e e n  
above,  s u b j e c t  is d e f i n e d  as t h e  l e f t m o s t  NP governed by INFL. Hence, t h i s  
NP w i l l  r e q u i r e  Case marking.  Th is  is s i n c e ,  i n  Chickasaw, t h e  s u b j e c t  is 
d e f i n e d  as t h e  l e f t m o s t  NP dominated by INFL. 
Note, however, t h a t  we have exp la ined  why t h e  topmost and t h e  bottommost 
NP i n  a s t r i n g  of ECM'd possessors need Case ,  t h e  f i r s t  f o r  p r e d i c a t i o n  
p u r p o s e s ,  and t h e  second f o r  t h e t a  purposes .  A l l  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  NPs, 
however, d o  n o t  appear  to need a Case o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  one they  have by 
v i r t u e  o f  being i n  a Case marked Chain. However, i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e y  d o  
r e c e i v e  Case.  F i r s t ,  as n o t e d ,  t h e y  r e c e i v e  t marking. While i t  is t r u e  
- 
t h a t  t h i s  is n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a s i g n  o f  Case (it cou ld  be s imply a s i g n  o f  
be ing  governed by INFL),  there is ano ther  reason  to t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  NPs r e c e i v e  Case.  T h i s  is t h a t ,  as no ted  by CG&M/ i n  
111-agreement cases agreement is n o t  wi th  t h e  f i n a l  " s u b j e c t " ,  that is ,  t h e  
l e f t m o s t  NP dominated by IP ,  b u t  rather, wi th  t h e  f i r s t  human p o s s e s s o r  
ECM'd. I f  agreement is t i e d  to Case ass ignment ,  it  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  NPs are a s s i g n e d  Case. We t a k e  t h i s  to be due  s imply to the 
f a c t  t h a t  Case ass ignment ,  d e f i n e d  as t h e  c o n j u n c t i o n  of a Case and a Case 
assigning feature, takes place wherever possible. 68 
4.3.4.4 Chickasaw NP/ECM and the Projection Principle 
In CG&M it is argued that Chickasaw "^ assessor Raising" constitutes a 
counterexample to the Projection Principle, and that a Raising analysis is 
preferable to any analysis which upholds this principle. They outline a 
few such possible analyses, and reject them for various reasons. The 
analysis herein is roost similar to the analysis they call a 
"topicali zation" analysis, labeling it the "least bad" analysis consistent 
with the Projection Principle (CG&M,1982 p. 25) . I will not explicitly 
argue for my analysis over theirs here, however, I consider the analysis 
proposed in their paper essentially equivalent in complexity to that 
proposed here, since in terms of the movements involved, (though not the 
concept of Case marking), the two are essentially the same, except with 
respect to what is considered a subject. There are a few important points 
to make, however. 
CG&M argue against a "topicalization" analysis, which they define as 
movement to an A-bar position (possibly S' or, as in this thesis, S ) ,  on 
the grounds that such Ibpicalization is limited to movement of possessors 
from subjects, and that it is lexically governed. The first is part of a 
---------- 
68. This view is taken also by Manzini (l983), although her concept of Case 
assignment differs from the one here. 
larger problem, which we will address briefly in the conclusion of the 
thesis, namely, why is it that all languages do not avail themselves of all 
"perfectly good" operations? Why, for example, does English - not allow any 
verb to assign two Cases and hence allow NP/ECM? Clearly, to answer such 
questions satisfactorily is to know a great deal more about parametric 
variation and implicational relations in languages than we currently know. 
On a less exalted level, however, in the analysis proposed here, the 
limitation of adjunction to IP to subjects of certain verbs has to do with 
the fact that an NP in this position will be defined as subject, and hence 
requires Case. Cases are not freely available, and hence the possibilities 
for this adjunction will be very limited. The lexically governed nature of 
NP/ECM in a "topicalization" analysis such as that proposed here are 
likewise explained. It is only if a verb is able to transmit its Case to 
INFL that NP/ECM will be possible. 69 
The main argument that CG&M provide against a "topicalization" type of 
analysis is that the moved NP comes to act as a subject, in the ways 
outlined above, while topicalized NPs in languages do not. CG&M do not 
discuss "real" topicalization in Chickasaw in any detail, but they mention 
that there are constructions which have discourse functions which are 
---------- 
69. Another argument CG&M provide against this analysis is that "physical" 
movement is not necessarily undertaken in the case of NP/BCM of a pronoun, 
which appears simply as an agreement marker on the verb. This is explained 
if we assume an analysis of null subjects extended to include subjects of 
NPs . 
topic/focus-like. For instance, affixes can be added to NPs, or oblique 
NPS can be preposed or subject or oblique NPs can be pstposed. They do 
not show however if the preposed NF must be adjoined to IP. It is likely 
that it would not be, however, if this prediction is proved incorrect, we 
note that a subject is a base generated position (by the Extended 
Projection Principle), whereas a 'Ibpicalized NP is in a position which is 
created by adjunction. In chapter 5 we argue that only base generated 
positions require Case marking. This leaves open only the problem of Left 
Dislocation, which, it is possible, is not an NP node at all, and hence not 
possibly a subject for predication. 
The assumption in the argument of CG&M against a Projection Principle 
compatible analysis is that there is such a thing as a "subject", 
independently of other factors, and that it is impossible to have two 
"subjects". At the same time, this is permitted in their analysis which 
permits rising to Subject from subject. Further, they assume that in a 
Projection Principle compatible analysis the "subject" position must be an 
A-position, and that in moving to an A-bar position, it is impossible to be 
moving to a "subject" position. I contend that it is not necessary to make 
these assumptions in a theory which contains the Projection Principle in 
which grammatical relations are not primary. Instead, it is the strength 
of a modular approach, which contains certain "skeletal" principles as the 
Projection Principle, that the assumptions above are not necessarily the 
case. 
7 0 
With respect to Raising to Object vs EGM in Ehglish, the difference 
between the two analyses is that the former considers that there is such a 
thing as an "object", which is defined as sister to the verb, and which 
should exhibit certain properties. Its normal properties are such things 
as accusative Case, relative ease of extractibility, possible anaphoric 
reference to a subject, etc. An object may or may not have the property of 
being assigned a theta role by (i.e. bearing a direct thematic relation 
to) the verb. The second view however, assumes that the set of properties 
described above are not due to being the sister of the verb, but rather to 
the being in the general structural relation of government with the verb. 
A theta relation is another possible relation which can hold between a verb 
and an NP. An NP in this relation is defined as an complement or "internal 
argument" of a verb, and by the Projection Principle and the Theta 
Criterion, must be generated as a sister to the verb. The two sets of 
properties must be characterized in any theory, since clearly they can be 
distinct. In the latter theory above, both the first list of properties 
and the second property of bearing a theta role are reduced to structural 
70. The notion that "subject" is a meaningless term is discussed in Travis 
& Williams(1982), where they take six properties normally ascribed to 
subjects (NP/S, actor, controlled element, external argument of predicative 
phrase, topic, member of a set of primitive elements) and show that they 
may not hold of any given single NP in a sentence in many languages. See 
also Williams (1979,1980,1981) and Schachter (1976) . 
d e f i n i t i o n s ,  bu t  to d i f f e r e n t  ones,  with t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  being maintained 
a t  a l l  l e v e l s  of grammar. In t h e  former theory ,  on ly  t h e  f i r s t  l i s t  i s  
r educ ib l e  t o  s t r u c t u r a l  terms a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  so t h a t  being a s i s t e r  t o  a 
ve rb  co inc ides  with t h i s  s e t  of p r o p e r t i e s ,  and a theta-marked o b j e c t  is 
def ined  i n  terms of  l e v e l s  r a t h e r  than s t r u c t u r e .  Nbst important h e r e ,  is 
t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  of t he  PP is t o  force  s i s t e r  of verb  and t h e t a  r o l e  t o  
co inc ide  abso lu t e ly .  
W e  t u r n  now t o  Raising t o  Subjec t  examples such a s  those d iscussed  
above. In t h e  case of  what a r e  informally c a l l e d  s u b j e c t s  we can a l s o  
break down sets of proper tie^.^' F i r s t ,  we have t h e  conjunct ion of 
p r o p e r t i e s  such as c o n t r o l  of switch r e fe rence ,  etc. Second we have the 
p rope r ty  of being the s u b j e c t  of p red ica t ion .  And t h i r d ,  we have t h e  
p rope r ty  of being a thematic  e x t e r n a l  argument .72 In most languages, t h e  
f i r s t  two co inc ide ,  as does t h e  t h i r d  i f  t h e r e  is an e x t e r n a l  t h e t a  r o l e .  
The P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  s a y s  
Extended P ro jec t ion  P r i n c i p l e  
---------- 
71. See previous  footnote .  
72. T rav i s  & Williams(1982) c 
two main t h i n g s  about  sub jec t s .  First ,  t h e  
f o r  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  must be a s u b j e c t ,  
ons ider  that an e x t e r n a l  argument is t h a t  
which a c t s  as s u b j e c t  f o r  p red ica t ion .  We cons ide r ,  following 
I tothstein(1983) t h a t  p red ica t ion  t akes  p l ace  independent ly of t h e t a  roles, 
as i n  t h e  case of e x p l e t i v e s .  Ihus ,  i n  Chickasaw, t h e  e x t e r n a l  argument is 
n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  s u b j e c t  of p red ica t ion .  In Passive c a s e s ,  i n  a theory  
such a s  J aegg l i  (1984) o r  Baker, Johnson, & Roberts (1985) where t h e  e x t e r n a l  
t h e t a  role is assigned to an a f f i x  and presumably, the subject of 
p r e d i c a t i o n  is t h e  i n t e r n a l  argument which has  been r a i sed  to s u b j e c t  (see 
Roths te in ,1983) ,  the same s i t u a t i o n  o b t a i n s .  
purposes of predication (at all levels), even if there is no external theta 
role assigned. And second, there is no necessary correlation between 
external theta role NP and sister of 1'. Thus, in two related ways the 
subject (sister of 1') is different from the object (sister of V) with 
respect to the Projection Principle. This allows for expletive subjects, 
Passivization, and Raising to Subject, all of which would be disallowed in 
the case of objects. 
The effect of the Projection Principle for subjects, then, is to not 
force the sister to I' position to coincide absolutely with a theta role. 
Hence, it is theoretically possible to have more than one "subject", as 
long as there is a subject for predication, and an NP receiving the 
external theta role, if such is assigned. The position to which this theta 
role is assigned must, of course remain associated with this theta role 
throughout the derivation. 
Hence, in a language like Chickasaw it is possible to divide the 
functions and characteristics generally associated with subjects. There is 
one position, present at Pstructure, to which a theta role is assigned, 
and hence, which is an A-position. Throughout the derivation, other NPs 
can move to become sisters of 1'. The leftmost one of these is defined as 
"subject" for purposes of switch reference etc. All are defined as 
"subjects" for the purposes of Case assignment by INFL. And one, either 
the leftmost one, or the leftmost [+human] one, is considered "subject" for 
the purposes of agreement. 
4.4 NP/ECM: The Possessor as Indirect Verbal Argument 
4.4.1 Hungarian NP/ECM 
4.4.1.1 Szabolcsi (1981,1983) 
So far we have examined languages in which the ECM1d possessor acts as a 
direct object (with respect to agreement, Passivization, etc.) or as a 
subject (with respect to agreement, switch reference etc.). There is, 
however, a second type of NP/BCM, where the BCM'd possessor, rather than 
receiving the unmarked structural Case of nominative or accusative, is Case 
marked with a kind of "default" dative Case. This is found in Choctaw and 
Chickasaw object NP/BCM, as well as in Hungarian, and Romanian. 7 3 
Szabolcsi (1981, 1983) provides an interesting account of Hungarian 
possessors which may appear alternately in the nominative Case or in the 
73. In a sense, the NP/BCM cases we have examined so far are "dative" in 
that, in Chickasaw, 111-agreement is used on the verb, which is also used 
for indirect objects, and in Tzotzil and in Kinyarwanda an affix appears on 
the verb which is associated with indirect objects and/or benefactives. 
But since the ECM d possessor acts as an object in these languages, we 
consider them to constitute a class separate from Hungarian. 
d a t i v e  Case. We w i l l  review he r  a n a l y s i s  here .  74 
(74) a. a z  en-0' venddg-e-m 
the I-nom g u e s t - p s s - l s g  
''my gues t "  ( S , l )  
b. a Mari-,0' vendeg-e -0' 
t h e  Mary-nom g u e s t  -pass-3sg 
"Mary's gues t "  (S,  3 )  
/ 
c. en-nek-em a vendhg-e -m 
I d a t  l s g  the g u e s t  pss  l s g  
"my gues t"  (S ,8)  
d .  Mari-nak a vendgg-e-0' 
Mary d a t  the g u e s t  poss 3sg 
"Mary's gues t "  (3, 10)  
Scabolcs i  argues t h a t  Hungarian NPs a r e  S-like i n  t h a t  they  have an INFL 
ca t ego ry  and a "pe r iphe ra l "  p o s i t i o n ,  which s h e  calls  "KCMP". 75 She n o t e s  
t h a t  t h e  morphology of NPs m i r r o r s  that of Ss. (She cons ide r s  - a to be  a 
"mere formative",  bu t  see below) 
(75)  Mari-13 alud-t-(i( 
Mary nom s l e e p  p a s t  3sg 
''Mary s l e p t . "  (S ,4 )  
74. The r e f e r ences  a f t e r  examples a r e  to example numbers of  Szabolcsi(1981)  
u n l e s s  o therwise  noted.  Also r e l evan t  is Szabo lc s i (1985) .  I am g r a t e f u l  
to Anna Szabolcs i  f o r  her  e n t h u s i a s t i c  h e l p  wi th  Hungarian d a t a  and theory .  
75. NPs c o n t r a s t  with S i n  Hungarian according to Szabolcs i ,  who fo l lows  
Kiss(1985,  forthcoming) on t h i s  p o i n t ,  in  t h a t  t h e  former a r e  
c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l  and t h e  l a t t e r  a r e  no t .  Maracz(1984aIb) a l s o  a rgues  t h a t  S 
i n  nonconf i g u r a t i o n a l  i n  Hungarian, bu t  a rgues  f o r  a d i f f e r e n t  approach. 
Horvath(1981) d i s a g r e e s ,  cons ider ing  Hungarian S to be con f igu ra t i ona l .  It 
is w r t h  no t ing ,  a s  does Szabo lc s i ,  t h a t  K W  means " f e r ry"  i n  Hungarian. 
Nominative possessors  may no t  be removed. Scabolcsi  a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  t o  
whatever r u l e s  o u t  long movement from s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of tensed c l a u s e s  
(NIC o r  ECP, e t c . )  She cons ide r s  t h a t  i n  c a s e s  of d a t i v e  possess ion ,  t he  
possessor  is no t  i n  i ts o r i g i n a l  ( s u b j e c t  of NP) p o s i t i o n ,  bu t  r a t h e r ,  has  
moved t o  KOMP. This is supported by t h e  word order  v a r i a t i o n  between (74b) 
and (74d) ,  where t h e  formative - a appears  before  t he  nominative possessor ,  
b u t  a f t e r  t he  d a t i v e  possessor .  That t he  d a t i v e  possessor  i s  s t i l l  p a r t  of 
its mat r ix  NP is shown by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  e n t i r e  [dative-NP a N ' ]  s t r i n g  
- 
can be focussed.  ( c f .  T z o t z i l  above) 
(76)  [ Mari-nak a vend&-e-6-g] a l sz- ik  
%t is Mary's gues t  who s l eeps  ." ( S , l l )  
She n o t e s  t h a t  WH-possessors must be i n  t h e  d a t i v e  form, thus  support ing 
her  a n a l y s i s  of d a t i v e  possessor  as being i n  a CCMP-like p o s i t i o n .  
(77) a .  *a k i  -y! vendg-e  -a 
t h e  who-ncm gues t  poss 3sg 
"whose gues t "  (S,12) 
b. k i  -nek a venddg-e -0 
who-dat the g u e s t  poss  3.59 
"whose gues t"  (S,13) 
c. K i  -nek ismer-t& -tek a t .vendeg-e -6 -t? 
who d a t  know p a s t  2p l  t h e  -1 g u e s t  poss  3sg ace 
"Whose gues t  d id  you know?" 
She proposes the fol lowing Phrase S t ruc tu re  r u l e s .  
(78) (=Szabolcsi,15,16) 
M p  ' --- > K a w  NP 
NP ---> NP' INFL N '  ( INFLF [+POSS (AGR) ]
- 
NP' is a barrier to movement just as is S ' .  K W ,  she assumes can be 
governed from outside for purposes of ECP. 
The structure of (77b) is now: 
(79) (=S, l983,13 ' ) 
ki -nek . [ a t . vendgg-e -6 ] ] 
who dak the -1 guest pass 3sg 
An interesting point about Hungarian NP/ECM is that there is no 
subject/object assymetry. This, Szabolcsi assumes, is explained by an 
analysis of Hungarian as non-configurational, since under such an analysis 
the subject, as well as the object, is properly governed by the verb. 
According to our analysis of ECM, as discussed above. BCM should not occur 
to subject position, and in fact it rarely does. Furthermore, where it 
does do so, it is still dependent on verbal properties, as we saw above for 
Chickasaw. We will continue to assume that it is this non-configurational 
aspect of Hunqarian which accounts for the exceptional ability of BGM to 
apply freely to subjects as well as objects (see below). 
Szabolcsi notes that one difference between CCMP and KOMP is that the 
latter, but not the former, allows NPs as well as WH elements to be moved 
into it. In this way, KOMP is similar to the FCCUS node at the S level. 
Once i n  KCMP, an NP can l e a v e  and behave as  a s e p a r a t e  NP. S z a b o l c s i  
assumes t h a t  i n  doing s o  i t  v i o l a t e s  t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  i n  t h a t  i t  
can  appear  as a (non-thematic)  s i s t e r  to V. However, g i v e n  an a n a l y s i s  o f  
Hungarian where t h e  A/A-bar d i s t i n c t i o n  is n u l l i f i e d  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  S 
(=VP) due  t o  the n o n - c o n f i g u r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h i s  language,  t h i s  v i o l a t i o n  is 
p e r m i t t e d .  She n o t e s  however, t h a t  i t  is n o t  n e c e s s a r y ,  s i n c e  t h e  same 
e f f e c t  can be ach ieved  by m u l t i p l e  a d j u n c t i o n s  to S. Examples f o l l o w .  
(80) (=St 1983,18,19)  
a .  [ g  Alsz ik  Mari-naki [ NPl t ' .  [NP - a t .  v e n d d g e ] ] ]  
s l e e p s  Mary d a t  t h e  g u e s t  
"Mary's  g u e s t  s l e e p s . "  
b. Is  a l s z i k  lNP xi [w a t .  venddge] ] Mari nak i ]  
sleeps t h e  g u e s t  Mary d a t  
c. [ Mari-naki] [ a l s z i k  - t '  t '  . [ a t .  venddge] ] ]  
Mary d a t  sleeps i ' ~ 1 - 1  Â¥"th -'quest 
' I t  is Mary w h o s e  g u e s t  sleeps1' 
- 
d .  t '  [ [a t .  v e n d e e ]  ] j] [ Mari-naki] [T [ ~ . - i  NP t h e g u e s t  
^Mary dat 
[s a l s z i k  t" t . ]  - 
sleeps i -1 
"As f o r  h i s / h e r  g u e s t ,  i t  is Mary whose s l e e p s . "  
With respect to the s o u r c e  of the d a t i v e  Case ,  i n  S z a b o l c s i ( 1 9 8 1 )  s h e  
assumes i t  is a s s i g n e d  by t h e  INFL i n  t h e  NP, which a s s i g n s  nominat ive  Case 
t o  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  and d a t i v e  Case to KOMP p o s i t i o n .  However, i n  
S z a b o l c s i ( 1 9 8 3 )  a f t e r  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  government and o t h e r  r e l a t e d  i s s u e s  
s h e  states: "I w i l l  now r i s k  the assumption t h a t  [ t h e  s o u r c e  o f  the d a t i v e  
Case] is n o t  INFL o f  NP' b u t  the governor  o f  NF" " (p.13) Thus, s h e  
c o n s i d e r s  d a t i v e  pos se s so r s  in  Hungarian t o  be a  ca se  of NP/ECM. 
While S z a b o l c s i t s  a n a l y s i s  is in  essence  i n  accord with t he  f i n d i n g s  
r epo r t ed  above with r e s p e c t  to NP/BCM, t h e r e  a r e  some problems, a r i s i n g  
from her  proposed s t r u c t u r e s  with K W 1  i n  conjunc t ion  with c e r t a i n  f a c t s  
o f  i t e r a t i v e  NP/ECM i n  Hungarian. We w i l l  review t h e  i t e r a t i v e  d a t a ,  i n  
terms of  Szabolcsi  ' s a n a l y s i s  . 
In Hungarian, i t e r a t i v e  NP/ECM is poss ib l e .  That i s ,  t he  pos se s so r (1 )  
of a  possessor  (2 )  may appear i n  t h e  d a t i v e  Case. t h i s  is only  p o s s i b l e ,  
however, i f  p o s s e s s o r ( 2 )  is a l s o  d a t i v e .  
/ (81) a .  ? [ a  Mari-@ vendkg-e-fl] -6 alm-a-It 
the Mary-nan g u e s t  p s s  -3sg=nm d ream-pss  3.59 
"Mary's g u e s t ' s  dream." (S,23) 
b. * [Mari-nak a vendgg-6-0 ] -$ ah-a-f i  
the Mary-dat t h e  guest-poss-3sg-nom dream-pss-3sg ( S , 2 4 )  
/ 
c . ? [Mari-nak a  vendeg-d-d] -nek a z  ah-a-rf 
Mary-dat t h e  gues  t-poss- 3sg-dat the d r e m p o s s - 3 s g  (S ,25)  
/ d .  a  Mari-0 vendeg-&(^I -nek a z  ah-a-()  
Mary-nom gues t -pss -3sg-da t  t h e  d r e m p o s s - 3 s g  (S,26)  
According to Szabolcs i  , t h e  questionmark judgements of (81 . a )  and (81  .c) 
i n d i c a t e  c lumsiness  and n o t  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y .  
S z a b o l c s i t s  a n a l y s i s  f o r  t he se  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  involves  the fol lowing deep 
s t r u c t u r e .  
Mari vend& alom 
(81a) involves no movement at all, (81b) involves movement of NP1 to 3 
K W ,  (81c) involves movement of the HP' obtained in (81b) to KCMT, and 
(81d) involves movanent of the original NP' to KCMP.,. 2 
Regarding the ungrmaticality of (81b), Szabolcsi puts forth two 
possible lines of explanation. The first, suggested to her by David 
Lebeaux, is to say that all elements in KQMP, whether empty or lexical, 
have to be properly governed. This requires a special type of percolation 
of government to allow the KCMP of an element in KCMP ([KCMP, [NP2 
IK W2...) to be lexically governed. The other line is based on 
Szabolcsi's notion of KOMP as an "inferior operator position", (that is, it 
is an operator position, but elements in it are not required to proceed to 
CCMP, TOPIC or FOCUS, but may stay within S) . Thus, "when moved into K W 2 ,  
NP'3 acquires an inferior operator feature even if it is not a lexically 
defined operator like ki "h*iol'. This feature would then percolate up from 
- 
KGMF2to NPI2, thus forcing NPn to move to KCMP, as well. ...On this 
account [ (+b)l is out because NP' has this operator feature but remains in 2 
an A-position within MP' l." (Szabolcsi ,1983, p. 9) 
Both of these explanations leave open the problem of how the NP in KOMP 
gets dative Case. Szabolcsi argues that, as COMP is considered to be head 
of S '  (cf. Stowell,1981), so might KOMP be considered head of NP. This 
creates a parallellism between the apparent proper government of a trace in 
CCMP, and of a trace in KOMP. Further, she considers INFL of NP to be in 
KCMP. Then, she assumes, as stated above, that the source of dative Case 
is the governor of the matrix NP, and that, in the course of normal Case 
assignment, Case percolates to KCMP as well as to N, to be realized on the 
latter as nominative, accusative, etc, but in KOMP, invariably as dative. 
Notice that, to account for (81c) this conception requires that Case 
percolation be iterative. Thus, Case assigned to an NP' percolates to its 
KCMP as dative, but also percolates to the KOMP of the NP' in KCMP, to be 
realized as Dative here also. We will discuss how this is possible below. 
4.4.1.2 Problems 
The main problems with this conception are those it inherits from the 
approaches on which it is based. Thus, formalizing a structural 
parallelism between S and NP raises the same problems for NPs which have 
been noted to hold of S. In particular, there is tension between the 
assumed structures and X-bar theory. This is made clearest in the account 
of dative Case in KOMP as involving Case percolation to KCMP (the head). 
I f  KCMP is t h e  head o f  NP' , then  what is N? s i n c e  Case also g o e s  to N ( i n  
t h e  form of a c c u s a t i v e  or nomina t ive )  w5 might c o n s i d e r  t h a t  N is also head 
of N P ' .  I f  N is n o t  t h e  head o f  NP' a t  a l l ,  why d o e s  Case p e r c o l a t e  t o  it 
r a t h e r  t h a n ,  say to t h e  NP' which may appear  i n  its s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ?  
Thus, we have e i t h e r  a problem o f  p e r c o l a t i o n  p a t h s  o r ,  t h e  well-known 
problem of  double-headedness (of COMP and INFL on t h e  S f - l e v e l )  . These 
problems were s o l v e d  on t h e  S f - l e v e l  by t h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  
(Chomsky,1984, and see Rizz i ,1984)  assumed h e r e i n ,  one where CCMP is t h e  
head o f  CP, and INFL is t h e  head o f  IP.  F u r t h e m r e ,  i n  t h i s  view o f  
S 1 - l e v e l  s t r u c t u r e ,  CCMP ( a  head) is n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  to be t h e  p o s i t i o n  i n t o  
which WH-elements move, b u t  r a t h e r  SPEC (a s p e c i f i e r ) .  Thus, g i v e n  c u r r e n t  
a ssumpt ions ,  S z a b o l c s i f s  p a r a l l e l l i s m  is no l o n g e r  t i d y .  
The assumptions  we are working wi th  wi th  r e s p e c t  to  government p a r t i a l l y  
s o l v e  t h e  problem. For example,  we can f i r s t  c o n s i d e r  KQMP to be, n o t  a 
head,  b u t  (some sort o f )  a s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n .  Ihis s o l v e s  t h e  
two-headedness problem. Now, s i n c e  government h o l d s  between a governor  and 
the s p e c i f i e r  o f  its complement, "KCMP1', w i l l  be governed,  and hence ,  i n  
t h e o r y ,  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  Case ass ignment  by a v e r b .  S e v e r a l  problems remain. 
( i )  F i r s t ,  why d o e s  i t  appear t h a t  both  INFL and Verb are a b l e  to  a s s i g n  
d a t i v e  Case to t h e  s p e c i f i e r s  of t h e i r  arguments? ( i i )  Also, we now have 
tws  S p e c i f i e r s  p e r  NP, one f o r  s u b j e c t s ,  and o n e  f o r  (BCM'd) p o s s e s s o r s .  
( i i i )  T h i r d ,  what about  t h e  Case p e r c o l a t i o n  r e q u i r e d  f o r  (81c)? 
Recall that we sought to account for the cross-linguistic distribution 
of NP/BCM by claiming (31), that one Case can be assigned to only one NP. 
Szabolcsi's understanding of the dative Case in KOMP as being the same Case 
(with a different realization) as that assigned to the head N is ruled out 
by (31). Her view also necessitates the claim that both nominative, and 
accusative Case assigners (i .e. N and INFL, and V) can assign Case to a 
Specifier , and to a head. But we have argued that in general, INFL does 
not allow for BCM. And further, her view does not explain why accusative 
Case assigned to a sentential argument cannot be realized as Dative by a 
WH-word which passes through CGMP. (Instead it can be realized as 
accusative, see Chapter 2) 
4.4.1.3 Revisions 
4.4.1.4 The Structure of Hungarian NPs 
These problems can be resolved, and the first question above answered, 
if we consider that the dative Case in question is not merely a realization 
in specifier of ncminative or accusative Case, but rather, is an 
independent Case. This independent Case is associated with a verb, as well 
as the usual accusative Case. However, following the view of Case 
developed in our discussion of Chickasaw, we consider that this dative 
Case, unlike accusative, is not linked to the verb. Hence, it is free to 
link iteratively to any NP governed by the verb. This view is supported by 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  may be a s s i g n e d  to s p e c i f i e r s  i n  s u b j e c t s  (which,  
a c c o r d i n g  to Kiss ( fo r thcoming)  a r e  governed by t h e  v e r b  i n  Hungar ian) .  
Also, as i n  Chickasaw, i t  is p o s s i b l e  to iterate NP/BCM, which is e x p l a i n e d  
by t h i s  view. And f i n a l l y ,  i t  is also p o s s i b l e  t o  NP/ECM i n t o  more t h a n  
one NP i n  a s e n t e n c e  ( a l t h o u g h  t h e s e  examples a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
p r o c e s s  , accord ing  t o  Anna S z a b o l c s i  (p  .c . ) ) 
/ (83)  e n  nek em P e t e r  nek nem s z e r e t i  a huga t  a z  ocsem 
I d a t  l s g  P e t e r  d a t  n o t  l i k e s  t h e  sister t h e  b r o t h e r  
"My b r o t h e r  doesn '  t l ike  P e t e r ' s  sister ." (S,p .c  .) 
Above, we noted t h a t  S z a b o l c s i  s a n a l y s i s  d i d  n o t  e x p l a i n  why d a t i v e  
Case cou ld  n o t  be a s s i g n e d  t o  a Wh-element i n  COMP (SPEC) . This  can be 
e x p l a i n e d  as f o l l o w s .  I f  d a t i v e  Case is a s s i g n e d  to SPEC o f  CP, t h e n  
a c c u s a t i v e  Case w i l l  be a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  head o f  CP, namely COMP. This  w i l l  
f o r c e  Case R e s i s t a n c e ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a stalemate, s i n c e  movement is 
imposs ib le  as i t  would o b s c u r e  the Case p a t h  between t h e  e lement  i n  SPEC 
and t h e  v e r b .  The F i j i a n  s i t u a t i o n ,  i .e .where t h e  ECM1d element  s t a y s  
behind w h i l e  the rest o f  t h e  s e n t e n c e  moves, is imposs ib le  i n  Hungarian 
s i n c e  h e r e  t h i s  would n e c e s s i t a t e  n o n - s t y l i s t i c  movement of a non-maximal 
p r o j e c t i o n  (which is n o t  a h e a d ) .  Th i s  is n o t  n e c e s s i t a t e d  i n  F i j i a n ,  
s i n c e  t h e  e lement  i n  SPEC h e r e  is i n  fact i n  SPEC2, and hence t h e  
c o n s t i t u e n t  moved is a maximal p r o j e c t i o n .  
We now t u r n  to t h e  second q u e s t i o n  above r e g a r d i n g  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of NP. 
Note t h a t  i f  we assume KCMP to be a s p e c i f i e r ,  we have a s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  one 
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If Szabolcsi's KCMP is a Specifier, it must be either a specifier of the 
NP, in which case there will be two specifiers, since (presumably) the 
subject of the IW is also to be considered as a specifier.76 While this 
may be reasonable, there are other problems with a structure such as (84a), 
the main one being that there is no explanation for why a subject may move 
to specifier, and may move from the specifier, but may not move from the 
subject position except to the specifier. Any constraints on the movement 
from the subject beyond the specifier (such as some formulation of 
subjacency) wuld also serve to constrain the movement from the specifier. 
Ihe UC will not help us here, because the nominative subject clearly can 
-
move, it simply cannot move across the higher specifier. Furthermore, it 
is not clear that the Case assigned to a Hungarian possessor is inherent, 
since morphologically it is nominative, and there are no complement NPs in 
a NP (cf . Szabolcsi ,1981) . And, since Hungarian is "non-configurationaln , 
76. For Szabolcsi this was not so, due to assumptions current at the time 
her paper was written. 
t h e  nominat ive  s u b j e c t  o f  a c l a u s e  can f r e e l y  move. 
The main problem with t h e  second s t r u c t u r e  (84b) is t h a t  i t  is n o t  c l e a r  
what shou ld  be i n  KOMP. To c o n s i d e r  i t  t h e  home of  Agr is to once a g a i n  
o b s c u r e  t h e  p a r a l l e l s  between S and NP which S z a b l c s i  a t t e m p t s  to 
e x p l a i n .  A f u r t h e r  problem is t h a t  it is n o t  c l e a r  how t h e  NP is a s s i g n e d  
Case.  I f  Agr is i n  KOMP, and it a s s i g n s  Case t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  NP, what 
a s s i g n s  Case to  t h e  m a t r i x  NP? Due to  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  UP, t h e  NP is n o t  
governed by t h e  ve rb .  
To s o l v e  t h e s e  problems,  we i n t e n d  to m a i n t a i n  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  S z a b l c s i ' s  
claim t h a t  Hungarian NPs m i r r o r  S ' s ,  and p ropose  a maximal p r o j e c t i o n  over  
NP, c a l l i n g  i t  "KP". However, we d o  n o t  c o n s i d e r  KP to house t h e  
P o s s e s s i v e  Agreement. Ra ther ,  we c o n s i d e r  Agreement to be t h e  head o f  
a n o t h e r  c a t e g o r y ,  IP, as shown i n  (85) . 
We c o n s i d e r  INFL t o  a s s i g n  nominat ive  Case to  t h e  p o s s e s s o r ,  j u s t  as it 
d o e s  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  a c l a u s e .  That an  e x t r a  node is n e c e s s a r y  i f  a noun 
t a k e s  an p o s s e s s o r  f i n d s  some s u p p o r t  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Hungarian Kbuns d o  
n o t  a s s i g n  Case wi thou t  some kind o f  media to r  ( S , p . c .  and 1 9 8 1 ) .  
Counterexamples d o  e x i s t ,  however, t h e s e ,  accord ing  t o  S c a b o l c s i ,  a r e  
r e s e r v e d  f o r  t i t les.  Examples fo l low.  
(86)  a. ( t i t l e  form) 
(a)  P~GJ?' t a l ~ l k o d s - a  -$ ~ a n o s - s a l  
t h e  peter-nom meet ing poss-3sg John wi th  
' P e t e r  I s  meeting wi th  John" ( S , l 9 8 l ,  71)  
b.  (normal form) / / (a) ~ k t e -  ~ i n o s - s a l  va l -o  talalko&s-a -d 
t h e  Peter-nom John wi th  be - ing meet ing p o s s  3sg 
(3 ,1981,72)  
The q u e s t i o n  arises as t o  how t h e  NP r e c e i v e s  Case.  Here we a p p e a l  to 
Eabb1s(19B4) claim t h a t  Verbs r e q u i r e  Case marking i n  o r d e r  t o  a s s i g n  t h e i r  
t h e t a  roles. T h i s  claim is based en F a b b ' s  o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  v e r b s  head 
p h r a s e s  which are governed and a d j a c e n t  to  t h e  same c a t e g o r i e s  which a s s i g n  
Case to NPs, such as AGR, v e r b s ,  and c e r t a i n  p r e p o s i t i o n s .  S ince  t h e  NP i n  
(86) appears governed by and a d j a c e n t  to Aqr (which a p p e a r s  on the n o u n ) ,  
it is r e a s o n a b l e  to assume t h a t  t h i s  a s s i g n s  Case to its NP argument ,  j u s t  
as Eabb c o n s i d e r s  Agr i n  a s e n t e n c e  to  a s s i g n  Case t o  the VP. Agr a l s o  
a s s i g n s  Case to t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  a VP, i n  F'abb's t h e o r y ,  and so i t  can  be 
c o n s i d e r e d  t o  a s s i g n  nomina t ive  Case to t h e  possessor i n  Hungarian 
c l a u s e s .  
KOMP, we c o n s i d e r  to be t h e  home of  t h e  Hungarian art icle a .  This was 
- 
sugges ted  by Anna S z a b l c s i  who c o n s i d e r s  i t  ana logous  t o  an a u x i l i a r y  
f o r m a t i v e  such as "do". 
This analysis can account for several aspects of Hungarian NPs. 
Consider extraction facts. An NP in the subject position of an NP is not 
properly governed. Thus it may not cross over a barrier. If it were to be 
extracted across its dominating NP and across KP, a violation would result, 
just as in the case of long extraction of sentential subjects. May it 
cross its dominating NP? If we take Chomsky's definition of barriers 
strictly, it wuld not be able to, since its dominating NP is not lexically 
governed. However, in Chomsky (1985) , IP is exempt from barrier status. If 
we extend the exemption to include sister categories to K/CCMP, extraction 
of an NP which is a subject of an NP will be possible, just in case this 
extraction is to the Specifier of KP. Ihis gives us the desired result. 
4.4.1.5 Case Uniqueness 
If what Szablcsi calls KOMP is considered rather to be the specifier of 
the category KGMP" ( W ) ,  there appears to be a conflict between our claim 
that the relation between Case and Case assignee is unique and the analysis 
given above for (81c). Recall that in this analysis, an NP receives dative 
Case, even though it seems not to be governed by the verb. The relevant 
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Mary' s g u e s t ' s  
Direct e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a possessor i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  ( i .e .  t h e  
s p e c i f i e r  of IP) w i l l  be r u l e d  o u t  i n  g e n e r a l ,  s i n c e  i ts  t r a c e  w i l l  n o t  be 
p r o p e r l y  governed ( i t  is governed, bu t  n o t  p rope r ly ,  by INFL i n  I P ) .  
Howsver, e x t r a c t i o n  of t h e  s u b j e c t  w i l l  be p o s s i b l e ,  j u s t  i n  ca se  i t  moves 





KP2 K ' 
/ \ / \  
K '  K O M P I P  
/ \ / \ 
KOMP IF t 2  I '  
/ \ .... 
KP3 I '  dream 
Â¥..  
Mary's g u e s t ' s  
~t is clear that KP2 is now in a position to receive dative Case from the 
verb. But what about KP3? It may be moved to the Specifier of KP2, as 
seen below. 
Mary's / \ .... 
t3 I' dream 
. . . 
guest's 
The problem of non-government of the lowest Specifier (containing KP3) in 
(89) remains. 
We have provided the definition of government of Chomsky(1985) in 
Chapter 1. We note that if a constituent is coindexed with a governor, by 
virtue of theta assignment or chains, it will not count as a barrier for an 
element it immediately dminates, with respect to the verb. Thus KP2 is 
governed. For KP3 to be governed, we can consider that the coindexing 
relation which arises between KP2 and the verb, makes KP2 a non-barrier for 
KP3 with respect to this verb. Thus, in Hungarian, it appears that Case 
coindexing may "count" to eliminate barrierhood. 7 7 
Note that this account of the data explains why it is impossible to 
assign dative Case to the lowest possessor without also assigning it to the 
higher one. Since the Case-coindexing relation with the dative Case of the 
verb can result in Case assignment to the lower possessor only if the lower 
possessor is governed, which it can be only if the higher possessor is 
Case-coindexed with the dative Case of the verb. 
Note that in some ways the Hungarian data is similar to the Chickasaw 
data examined above. The similarities are captured by the claim that in 
both instances, the nexceptional" Case is free to link to as many NPs as 
are governed, since it is unlinked to the verb or to INFL. The two 
languages are also similar in that in both, BCM "works from the top down", 
so that the possessor including a possessor must be BCM'd before this 
possessor can be ECM'd. In both cases this is explained in terns of 
government, although in one case (Hungarian), the fact that the matrix NP 
is properly governed allows percolation of proper government (i.e. 
successive elimination of barriers), while in the other case (Chickasaw), 
the matrix NP is a subject, and hence, movement and adjunction is required 
to obtain the government necessary for Case assignment to proceed. 
There are other differences between the two languages with respect to 
---------- 
77. This idea was contained in Chomsky1s(1985) class lectures. 
ECM also. We noted that in Chickasaw "iterative" BCM is limited to 
subjects of certain intransitive verbs, whereas in Hungarian, any NP 
governed by the verb (which includes subjects in Hungarian) may have its 
possessor ECM'd. These differences are captured by the claim that in 
Chickasaw, a Case becomes available for ECM only in intransitive clauses, 
and only if the verb is able to transmit its Case in absolutive style, to 
INFL. This process results in an unlinked Case. In Hungarian, on the 
other hand, any verb may enter the derivation with an unlinked Dative Case 
associated with it. 
4.4.2 Other Languages 
4.4.2.1 Romanian 
There are several other languages which exhibit NP/EEM to possessors 
which then act as indirect objects. Examples are to be found in the 
Romanian "possessive dative" (Steriade.1980) and in Choctaw and Chickasaw 
(Davies, l98la, l98lb, MJnro, 1984) also. 
In Romanian, the facts are very similar to the Hungarian facts discussed 
above .78  A possessor of a direct object moves to a peripheral psi tion, 
and is Case marked dative, and takes on the properties of a dative NP. 
---------- 
78. I am grateful to Donca Steriade for discussing Fbmanian with me. 
Steriade shows the process to  be as follows. 
(90) (Steriade ,198il 8a ,b )  
a .  CCMP Is ... [^  N '  NPi I ... I ]  
Steriade shows that this  then allows for extraction of the possessor so 
that ,  if  it is a Wh-element, i t  can be Wh-moved to  form a relative clause 
know as a genitival relative. 
This describes the derivation oÂ the following relative clause. 
(92)  a. Popescui [s c$ruiai [,,I credeam c$-[s-ii 
P. whom I- thoug h t that-him 
cunoscusem [ [ toate m~tusile] e .  ] e .  ] ' h i  
I-had-met a l y t h e  aunts 1 to-me 
rezerva o surprizz 
reserved a surprise 
"P. of whom I thought I had met a l l  the aunts, had reserved a 
surprise for me." (S,5a) 
Steriade notes that there are three restrictions on her rule of 
"Possessive Dative". First ,  the rule is clause bounded, i n  that the dative 
c l i t i c  and the possessed NP mus t  be clause mates. t h i s  i s  explained 
straightforwardly i n  an NP/BCM view. In (93a) we see a case of NP/ECM 
( w i t h  scrambling) where pot i s  an auxiliary verb, and the verb for see is 
- -
the main verb, and in (93b) a case of NP/ECM where the complement of pot i s  
-
sentential and the verb for "see" is embedded. This is ruled out. 
(93) a. Nu -pi pot vedea umbrela e .  
Not-you-Dat I-can see the umbrella -1 
" I can' t see your umbrella. " (Sf 10a) 
b. *Nu-Jii pot sS vgd umbrela i Not-you-Dat I-can see (subjunctive) the umbrella (S, 10c) 
Second, she notes that the possessed NP may be a direct object, the 
subject of an ergative verb, or a predicate nominal. This is similar to 
the situation found in Chickasaw and Choctaw, and we will assume a similar 
solution for Romanian. (Steriade notes the similarity between Daviesr1981b 
description of Choctaw and the Romanian facts.) (94a,b,c) show acceptable 
sentences with NP/BGM. 
And finally, the possessed NP, if a direct object, may not be pe- 
-
mzked, where appears on direct objects which are specific and either 
pronominal or We will not discuss this constraint here. (94d) is 
out because NP/ECM cannot occur to an indirect object's possessor, and 
(94e) because it cannot occu to a E- marked direct object. 
(94) a. Ti .-a plecat [nevasta ei] 
yh-dat-has left the-wi fe 
"Your wife has left . " (S , lla) 
b. Ti .-am vazut [nevasta ei] 
YOA-da t-I-have seen the wife 
' I have seen your wife ." (S , 12a) ." (S ,12a) 
79. Steriade cites Farkas(1978) and Steriade(1980) on Case and pe- marking 
- in Rananian. 
c.  M i i  s-a declarat [ prieten e .  1 l a  t o t i  cunoscutii 
Me-dat self-has declared friend t o  a l l  
acquaintances 
"He declared himself a friend of mine to a l l  
acquaintances. " (S, l3a) 
d. *Ti ( i  . ) -am spus [ nevestei e ] sa piece 
I WJ i 
You-dat (her-Dat) I have told [ t h e  wife] -Dat to leave 
I have told your wife to leave." (S114a) 
e .  *Tii-am vazut-o [pe nevasta e . ]  
1 Youdat-I-have seen her pe-wife 
(SI 1 2 ~ )  
4.4.2.2 Chickasaw and Choctaw (objects) 
Davies (1981a, 1981b) discusses NP/E01 i n  Choctaw and MLinro (1984) 
discusses it  i n  Western Muskogean, including Chickasaw and Choctaw. A 
Choctaw example appears below. 80 
(95) a. Am -ofi-t  miko i -takkon apa-tok 
Bss-dog-~cm chief 3Poss apple eat- st 
"My dog a te  the chief 's  apple ." ( D l  l a )  
b. Am -ofi-t  miko takkon i m  -apa-tok 
I~oss-dog-~om chief apple 3~at-eat- st 
"My dog ate the chief ' s  apple. ,'I (D,lb) 
The dative possessor acts  like a regular dative NF in that i t  triggers 
dative agreement on the verb, and i n  that t h i s  dative agreement appears i n  
the s lo t  in the verbal complex normally attributed to dative NP agreement 
80. The examples from Davies (=D) are from Davies(1981b) 
(after  naninative agreement). 
( 9 6 )  a .  Alla tow i s h  -i -pila tok 
child ba l l  2~oin-3~at-throw-~st 
"You threw the ball to the child." (D,  8)  
b. O f i  is -sa -hottopali-tok 
dog 2~om-Ea t-hur t -PS t 
"You hurt my dog ." (D,9b) 
c .*Of i am-ish-hottopali-tok ( D ,  10 )  
Davies notes that i n  Choctaw, indirect objects can be made reflexive by 
use of an affix i l im/i l i .  This is true of ECM'd possessors also. 
Hattak-at a l l a  -ya ill -kachi tok 
man -Mom chi l d - ~ a t = ~ b  j Fef l=Dat~sell- st 
"!he mani sold the child to  himself .I1 ( D , l l )  
Am-alla ti:k-at takkon i l i m  -apa-tok 
IPoss-daughter-Nom apple Refl=Dat-eat-Pst 
"My daughter a te  her own apple." (Dl  12b) 
An unraised possessor cannot be reflexivized. 
(98) *Ani-alla ti :k-at ili-takkon apa-tok 
1Poss-daughter-Nom Ref =~oss-apple ea t-Pst 
"My daughter ate her own apple." (D,,13a) 
An NP/ECM1d possessor can appear with the optional non-subject marker a 
- 
(99)  Ohoyo-ma al la-t  i-hitha-tok 
wanan-Dat=Obj child-Em 3Dat-dance-Pst 
"The woman I s chi ld danced. " (D , l5c) 
The facts above can be accounted for by an NP/ECM analysis, although i t  
is not certain here whether i t  involves, as does Hungarian, movement to a 
peripheral position, o r ,  as i n  Kinyarwanda, simply Case marking into the 
specifier of an NP. As seen in the above examples, when NP/ECM occurs, the 
head noun no longer agrees with the possessor. Howsver, as noted above 
from Munro(1984), the agreement can appear on both the head noun and on the 
verb, in case of inalienable possessors which suggests that two Cases are 
being assigned t o  the possessor. However, i t  is not clear whether the two 
Cases are being assigned directly to the same NP, or whether the nominal 
Case is assigned to the trace of the lexical NP i n  a peripheral position, 
which i tse l f  i s  being assigned mtive. 
(100) Sa -pash-at a -1itiha 
ISII-hair-su 1sIII-di rty 
'My hair is dirty." (M,Ftnote 5) 
Davies, and especially Munro provide many arguments that the 
constructions under discussion involve "possessor raising" and not base 
generated dative arguments. We w i l l  not repeat their arguments here, 
except t o  note that idiomatic possessors may appear i n  the dative 
(Munro, 1984) . 
It is intereting to note that the Possessor can move separately from the 
head noun after NP/B3M. This is as we expect, since the trace of t h i s  
possessor is properly governed by the verb. (See discussion of aingarian 
above.) We assume that the movement of t h i s  NP i n  clauses such as  (101) 
involves either a topizalication or a form of scrambling rule. 
(101) a.  Am-ofi-t miko i-takkon apa-tok 
IPOSS-dog- an chief h s s - a p p l e  eat-PS t 
"My dog ate the chief ' s apple." (D, 18a) 
b.*Miko am-ofi-t i-takkon apa-tok 
chief IPoss-dog-bm 3bss-apple ea t-PS t
' M y  dog ate the chief ' s apple." ( D l  l8b) 
c .  *Am-ofi-t i-takkon miko apa-tok 
lmss-dog-Nom h s s - a p p l e  chief ea t-PS t
"My dog ate the chief ' s  apple." ( D l  lac) 
(102) a.  &n-ofi-t miko takkon i m  -apa-tok 
lhss-dog-Pbm chief apple 3Dat-eat- st (D,  19a) 
b. Miko am-ofi-t takkon i m  -apa-tok 
chief IPoss-dog-Nom apple 3Dat -eat-Pst ( D l  19b) 
c .  Am-ofi-t takkon miko i m  -apa-tok 
~~oss-dog-~orn apple chief 3~at-eat- st (D, 19c) 
While it is possible for an ECM'd NP to be reflexive i n  Choctaw, i t  is 
not possible for i t  to be reciprocal. In Chickasaw (Mimro,1984) an ECM'd 
possessor cannot be reflexive either.  This suggests that i n  Choctaw, 
reciprocals are formed lexically but not reflexives, while i n  Chickasaw, 
reflexives are also. 
(103) a. (Choctaw) 
Pallaska ilim-apa-li-tok 
bread IIIrefl-eat-lsI-pst 
" I  a t e  my own bread." (M,13a) 
b . (Chickasaw) 
*Paska ilim-apa-li-tok 
bread IIIrefl-eat-lsI-pst 
" I  a te  my own bread." (M, l3b)  
c .  (Choctaw) 
Hattak-at miko-ya chokka ittim-i-kachi tok 
man-Nom chief -Dat=0bj house Recip=Dat-3~at-sell-Pst 
*"The men sold each other 's  houses to  the chief." (D,28) 
(OK as: "The men sold the houses to  the chief for each other.") 
An interesting example i s  discussed by Davies, where NP/EGM interacts 
with antipassive. The (c)  sentence below can have the meaning of either 
(104a) or (104b) ,  showing that although normally restricted to subjects of 
intransitives or objects of transitives, NP/ECM has sane exceptions. 
(104)  a. Am-issoba-ya-t tachi bnna 
IPoss-horse-Da t-Nam corn want 
"My horse wants corn ." (D, 34a) 
b . Issoba-ya-t a-tachi banna 
horse-Eat-Nam h s s - c o r n  want 
"Ihe horse wants my corn ." ( D  34b) 
c . Issoba-ya-t tachi - a-banna 
horse-Dat-Nom corn lbt-want 
"My horse wants corn ./The horse wants my corn." ( D l  34c) 
Davies explains these data with the following Felational Granmar 
structure for the sentence given i n  (105b). 
P 2 Cho 
P 1 Cho 
banna an0 chi shno 
"want" I I  I l l  "you" 
b. Chi-sa-banna 
2Acc-IAcc-wan t 
I want you." (Dl 35) 
We can understand the data as follows. The verb banna "want" is 
unaccusative, and takes two internal objects. The f i r s t  object raises t o  
subject and its possessor can be NP/ECM1d i n  the way discussed above for 
Chickasaw, wi th  the v e r b  dona t ing  i ts Case to INFL. The second o b j e c t  is 
marked wi th  i n h e r e n t  Case i f  t h e  v e r b  is a n t i p a s s i v e ,  as a r e  o t h e r  o b j e c t s  
o f  a n t i p a s s i v e  v e r b s .  T h i s  g i v e s  u s  t h e  f i r s t  r ead ing  (of ( 3 2 a ) ) .  The 
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  second read ing  is p o s s i b l e  shows t h a t  t h e  v e r b  may ECM i n t o  
t h e  non-ex te rna l i zed  o b j e c t .  And y e t ,  i f  t h i s  is an i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked 
NP, how is it  p o s s i b l e ?  Th is  s i t u a t i o n  is as we saw i n  Kinyarwanda, where 
t h e  theme NP i n t o  which NP/BCM o c c u r r e d ,  was i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked, 
a l t h o u g h  u s u a l l y  i n h e r e n t l y  Case marked NPs cannot  have t h e i r  s u b j e c t s  
ECM'd. In Chcctaw, t h e  f a c t  can be e x p l a i n e d  i n  t h e  same way, t h a t  is ,  i f  
we c o n s i d e r  t h a t  it is n o t  t h e  i n h e r e n t  Case o f  an NP i t s e l f  which 
d i s a l l o w s  a v e r b  from govern ing  i n t o  the s p e c i f i e r  of the NP b u t  r a t h e r  
the p r e s e n c e  o f  a p r e p o s i t i o n a l  Case marker.  S ince  t h e  Case marker is n o t  
p r e s e n t  i n  the example above ,  NP/ECM is p o s s i b l e .  
4 .5  I n a l i e n a b l e  NP/ECM 
4.5.1 I n t r o d u c t i o n  
In many languages ,  NP/BCM e i t h e r  h a s  d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w i t h  
i n a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r s  than  w i t h  a l i e n a b l e  o n e s ,  or i t  is p o s s i b l e  o n l y  
w i t h  a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r s .  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  a language of each t y p e  h e r e .  
F i r s t ,  we r e t u r n  to  Kinyarwanda, f o r  which a l i e n a b l e  possessor 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  were d i s c u s s e d  above, and see t h a t  whi le  NP/ECM1d a l i e n a b l e  
possessors come to have the properties of direct objects, usurping, in fact 
the direct object in the process, inalienable NP/ECM is more like that of 
the languages discussed above, where the NP/ECMtd NP comes to act as an 
indirect object, having received a kind of "floating" dative Case from the 
verb. 
Certain characteristics of Kinyarwanda inalienable constructions lead us 
to question whether they should be syntactically or lexically derived, and 
this issue is discussed, using data from Korean, English and French. 
We then examine Turkish, which exhibits particularly fascinating NP/ECM, 
which is possible only to inalienable possessors, and only under S/EM 
verbs. We will suggest an analysis to account for the fact that these 
constructions are possible, however, we have no solution for the fact that 
if BCM takes place to an embedded subject with an inalienable possessor, 
NP/ECM is obligatory. 
4.5.2 Inalienables as Datives: Kinyarwanda 
4.5.2.1 Kinyarwanda Inalienable NP/BCM 
We saw above that in Kinyarwanda NP/B3M, what we can call accusative 
Case can be assigned to the possessor NP in the specifier position of an 
direct argument NP. If this occurs, the usually accusative theme NP becomes 
inherently Case marked, even if it is not the NP whose possessor has been 
Kimenyi(1980) shows t h a t  t h e r e  is another type of "possessor 
o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n .  Its c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  is t h a t  i t  may only  apply t o  NPs which 
are ina l i enab le .  (This type  a l s o  a p p l i e s  t o  NPs which have the  meaning of 
" t ake  away"; t hese  w i l l  be d iscussed  f u r t h e r  below.) 
I 1 (106) a. Urnugore y-a-vun-nye ukuboko k d&dana  
m a n  she-pst-break-Asp arm of c h i l d  
"The woman broke t h e  arm of the  c h i l d . "  (K,5.5.1a) 
/ / / b. Unugore y-a-vun-nye wnw&na ukuboko 
woman she-pst-break-Asp c h i l d  arm 
"The woman broke t h e  arm of t h e  c h i l d . "  (Kf5.5.1b) 
As with a l i e n a b l e  NP/BCMI the B3M'd NP acqu i r e s  a l l  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
of  a d i r e c t  v e r b a l  argument, such as t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  be pas s iv i zed ,  
r e l a t i v i z e d ,  c l e f t e d  , etc. 
The NP/EEM seen i n  t h e s e  examples d i f f e r s  from t h e  cases  d iscussed  
e a r l i e r ,  i n  s e v e r a l  ways. F i r s t ,  while ,  as we saw above, the theme o b j e c t  
of a ve rb  which a ' s  a possessor  is inhe ren t ly  Case marked, and hence may 
n o t  undergo movement r u l e s  such as pas s ive ,  c l e f t i n g ,  etc., t h e  theme 
o b j e c t  may still undergo such r u l e s  i f  the  NP which is ECM1d is an 
i n a l i e n a b l e  possessor .  (107a) shows a possessed noun which has  been 
p a s s i v i z e d ,  and in  (107b) i t  has  been c l e f t e d .  
A (107) a .  musats i  w-a-shokoj-w-e umugabo n ' umugore 
h a i r  it-Pst-comb-Pass-Asp man by woman 
"The h a i r  was combed of t h e  man by t h e  wanan . I f  ( K t  5.5.27) 
/ 
b. N1uumusatsi umugore y-a-sh&ko j-e mugabo 
be hair woman she-Pst-rel-comb-Asp man 
"The hair was combed of the man by the man." (Kt 5.5.29) 
The theme NP may not however undergo reflexivization or relativization. 
Kimenyi points out that this is because, in the case of the former, the 
theme possessor will never be coreferential with the subject, and in the 
case of the latter, since inalienable possessions are unique referents, the 
identifying function of a relative clause is unecessary. 
It is impossible to NP/BCM an alienable possessor of a clause which 
contains a benefactive NPj presumably because there can only be one 
morpheme - ir in a sentence. In the case of inalienable possessive NP/BCM, 
it is impossible if there is a dative or a benefactive NP in the clause. 
(108) a .  Unug&e a-r-derek-a muhui^ngu amaguru y1 fimukocsbwa 
woman she-pres-show-Asp boy legs of girl 
"The woman is showing the legs of the girl to the boy." 
(K, 5.5.13a) 
b. *urnugdre a-r-&ek-a umuhuhgu umuko&wa amaguru 
m a n  she-pres-show-Asp boy girl legs 
"The woman is showing the girl's legs to the boy." 
(Kt 5.5.13b) 
/^ 
c. Umugabo y-a-kiinguur-i-y-e umug&e uruugi rwl inzu 
man he-~s t-open-Appl?-Asp woman door of house 
"The man opened the door of the house for the woman .I1 
(Kt 5.5.14a) 
d .*Umugabo y-a-kiinguur-i-y-e mugore inzu uruugi 
man he-Pst-open-Appl-Asp woman door of house 
"The man opened the house door for the woman .'I 
(K, 5.5.14b) 
In gene ra l ,  i t  is n o t  p o s s i b l e  to NP/ECN t h e  possessor  o f  a possessor .  
However, i f  one N is i n a l i e n a b l y  possessed and t h e  o the r  a l i e n a b l y ,  NP/ECM 
can occur  twice. 81  
/ / AI (109) a .  Umugab y-a-vun-nye ukuguru k'uumw aana w'umugore 
man he-Ps t-break -Asp l e g  of  c h i l d  of  wanan 
"The man broke t h e  leg  of t he  w m a n ' s  ch i ld . "  (KI5.5.9a) 
/ b . Utiugabo y-a-vun-nye umwaana w' h u g o r e  ukuguru 
man he-Pst-break-Asp c h i l d  of woman leg 
"The man broke t h e  l e g  of the woman's c h i l d . "  ( K ,  5.5.9b) 
1 1  
c . Umugab y-a-vun-i-nye umugore umdana ukuguru 
man he-Pst-break-Appl-Asp m a n  c h i l d  l e g  
"The man broke t h e  woman's c h i l d ' s  l eg"  (KI5.5.9c) 
(110) a .  bmukoSbwa a-r&sok-oz-a m u s a t s i  w' h u g a h  
g i r l .  , she-Pres-comb-Asp h a i r  of husband 
wa Mariya 
of  Mary." 
"The g i r l  is combing the h a i r  of t h e  husband of Mary." 
(K ,  5.5.10a) 
/ 
b. huko6bwa a-r&sok-oz-a umugab wa &iya  umusatsi 
g i r l  she-Pres-comb-Asp husband of Mary h a i r .  " 
"The g i r l  is combing the h a i r  of Mary's husband." 
(K ,  5.5.10b) 
A / / 
c . hukoobwa a-ra-soko-re-z-a Mariya umugab umusatsi 
g i r l  she-Pres-comb-Appl-Asp Mary husband h a i r . "  
"The g i r l  is combing t e r y ' s  husband's  h a i r . "  
(Kt 5 . 1 0 ~ )  
In t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  possessed N becomes unable to undergo r u l e s  such a s  
p a s s i v e ,  etc. 
81. Kimenyi(1980) d o e s n ' t  s t a t e  two l e v e l s  is as f a r  a s  i t  is p o s s i b l e  to  
go. In our  t rea tment  of t h e  d a t a ,  we assume it is, however, i t  is p o s s i b l e  
t o  handle  t h e  r eve r se  s i t u a t i o n ,  i f  necessary ,  by cons ider ing  d a t i v e  Case 
to  be unl inked ,  as i n  Hungarian, and Chickasaw. 
4.5.2.2 Da t ive  Case NP/ECM 
A l l  o f  the above f a c t s  are e x p l a i n e d  i f  we c o n s i d e r  t h a t  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  
i n a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s i o n  t h e  Case which is used to  ECM t h e  p o s s e s s o r  is n o t  
an a p p r o p r i a t e d  " a c c u s a t i v e " ,  v i a  t h e  a p p l i e d  morpheme - i r ,  b u t  r a t h e r ,  t h e  
d a t i v e  Case. R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  Kinyarwanda, d a t i v e  Case is a s s i g n e d  d i r e c t l y  
by t h e  v e r b ,  wi th  no a p p l i e d  a f f i x ,  and no  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  form. T h i s  t h e n  
e x p l a i n s  why n o  a p p l i e d  a f f i x  a p p e a r s  on t h e  v e r b  when an i n a l i e n a b l e  NP is 
ECM'd. It also e x p l a i n s  why an  ECM1d i n a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r  h a s  a l l  t h e  
t r a i t s  of  a d i r e c t  v e r b a l  argument. 
Fur the rmore ,  the d a t a  i n  (108)  are e x p l a i n e d .  While a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r  
NP/ECM takes the a c c u s a t i v e  Case,  t h u s  f o r c i n g  the theme to  be i n h e r e n t l y  
Case marked, the i n a l i e n a b l e  possessor is ECM1d w i t h  t h e  d a t i v e  Case ,  
l e a v i n g  t h e  theme o b j e c t  f r e e  to  be  Case marked wi th  a c c u s a t i v e  Case. T h i s  
r e q u i r e s  u s  to  allow i n a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r s  to move t o  a p e r i p h e r a l  
p o s i t i o n  b e f o r e  NP/BCM, so t h a t  mvement of t h e  possessed  e lement  i n v o l v e s  
movement of NP and  n o t  N'. 
That  i n a l i e n a b l e  NP/ECM is r u l e d  o u t  i f  t h e r e  is a d a t i v e  NP i n  t h e  
c l a u s e ,  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  d a t i v e  Case is n o t  un l inked  as  i n  o t h e r  l anguages  
examined, b u t  r a t h e r ,  can  o n l y  be a s s i g n e d  to one NP (which p r e d i c t s  t h a t  
NP/ECM of more t h a n  two l e v e l s  should  be r u l e d  o u t  -see p r e v i o u s .  It is 
u n c l e a r ,  however, why NP/ECM should  be r u l e d  o u t  i n  a c l a u s e  wi th  a 
benefactive argument. 
Finally, we note that the data i n  (110 ,111)  are explained. Since 
inalienable and alienable NP/BCM involve two  different Cases, the 
prediction is that two possessor NPs should be able to be BGM'd, as long as 
there are Cases available to  them. This i s  because, as in Hungarian, when 
one specifier i s  coindexed w i t h  the verb its specifier becomes governed by 
the verb ( i .e .  there are no barriers between i t  and the verb anymore.) As 
long as the two NPs can be assigned Case, NP/BCM i s  possible. Since there 
is available one dative and one accusative Case, NP/ECM can occur t o  both 
NPs. And since the alienable NP appropriates the accusative Case, the head 
possessed NP becomes inherently Case marked, accounting for the fact that 
it cannot passivize etc.. 
4.5.3 Korean I' Take-Away" verbs 
It was noted above that the verbs with meanings "to take away" i n  
Kinyarwanda allow dative possessor raising of the form discussed above. 
Such verbs allow a form of NP/ECM in Iforean also. 
For Korean, i t  was noticed by Kang(1984) that verbs such as ppaas 
"deprive", karochae "usurp", - tho1 "rob", t t u t  "r ip off" etc.  allow a 
g e n i t i v e  possessor  t o  p a s s i v i z e  t o  subject. 8 2 
(111) a. John-i [ Mary-uy ton  -61 ] ppaas -0s - t a  
- b m  +n m n e y - k c  depr ive-Past-DE 
"John deprived Mary of ( h e r )  money." ( K l  6 lb)  
b. Mary-ka John-eke ton  -81 ppaas - k i  -8s - t a  
-Nom -Dat money-ACC depr ive</P-Past-DE 
"Mary was deprived of mney  by John. 'I ( K l  6 l a )  
Kang d i scusses  the p s s i b l e  source of p a s s i v i z a t i o n  which is 
problematic ,  given t h e  u n g r m a t i c a l i t y  of  (112a) and (112b) and he 
rejects (112c) a s  a p s s i b l e  source fo r  t h i s  pas s iv i za t ion .  
v (112) a.*?John-i Mary- lh  ton  -ul p p i a s  -0s - t a  
-Mm - A c c m n e y - k c  deprive-Past-DE (K,61c) 
G b. *John-i Mary-eke t o n  -ul ppaas -0s - t a  
-Wm -Dat money-Acc deprive-Past-DE (K,61d) 
C.  John-i Mary-eke-& t o n  -& ppsas -0s - t a  
-Nom -DatmneyAccdeprive-Past-DE ( K , 6 7 )  
"John t m k  t h e  m n e y  Â£ra 
He analyzes these  s t r u c t u r e s  as involving an embedded small  c l a u s e  i n t o  
which government is p o s s i b l e l  and hence Â£ra which p a s s i v i z a t i o n  can t ake  
p l ace .  
82. I am very  g r a t e f u l  t o  Myung Ymn B n g  and Hyon S o o k  Choe f o r  d i scuss ion  
of t h i s  t o p i c .  OÂ h e l p  a l s o  was Choe (1985) . 
(113) (=K119841841aIb1c) 
a .  NP-Wm [ NP-Gen NP-Acc 1 V 
These he compares with Ebglish m a l l  c l a u s e s  belowl 
(114) a .  John cons ide r s  'Ibm a f o o l  
b. 'Ibm is considered a f o o l .  
c.*A f m l  is considered l b n .  
d.*Tbrnls foo l i shness  is considered.  
Kang's a n a l y s i s  is i n  accord with the  concept of presented here .  A 
sentence  such as (113a) is ungrammaticall even though the  verb governs i n t o  
t h e  snall c l a u s e 1  s i n c e  t h e r e  is no e x t r a  &se t o  be assigned to  the 
possessor NP. In t h e  Case of Fass ive  h o e v e r 1  t h e  g e n i t i v e  NP can r a i s e  to 
becane t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h i s  ve rb l  s i n c e  t h e r e  is now a Case ava i l ab l e .  I& 
no te  he re  t h a t  i n  a a p t e r  5 we w i l l  argue t h a t  Passive ve rbs  may still 
a s s i g n  Accusative CaseI a s  long a s  t h e r e  is an IW a v a i l a b l e  t o  m v e  i n t o  
t h e  subject p o s i t i o n ,  which is necessary  s i n c e  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  must form a 
cha in  which is the ta- l icensed .  We thus  d e p a r t  from t h e  idea  of 
Chomsky(l981) h i c h  ms mentioned i n  a a p t e r  ll where Pass iv i za t ion  
c o n s i s t s  e s s e n t i a l l y  of depr iv ing  a ve rb  of its Case ass igning  a b i l i t y .  
In s t ead  we view i t ' s  c e n t r a l  p roper ty  to be t h e  a b i l i t y  to a s s ign  its 
e x t e r n a l  t h e t a  r o l e  t o  an a f f i x .  (See Jaeggl i l19841 Ehkerl Johnson & 
F b b e r t ~ ~ l 9 8 4 ~  Bakerl1985 and I W e r t s l 1 9 8 5 ) .  
"Take-away" v e r b s  are i n t e r e s t i n g  in t h a t  t h e  p s s e s s i v e  s e n s e  is 
c o n t a i n e d  in t h e  meaning o f  t h e  ve rb .  Thusl  i f  (115a) is t r u e l  t h e n  (113) 
is u s u a l l y  t r u e  a l s o ,  and v i c e  v e r s a .  (There  are d i f f e r m e s  in 
d e f i n i t e n e s s l  and so o n l  a n d l  o f  coursel t h e  tw are m t  a t  all n c e s s a r i l y  
synonymous in terms of t r u t h  c o n d i t i o n s . )  L ikewise l  t h e r e  are tm v e r s i o n s  
f o r  many i n d  i enab l  e p s s e s s o r  Ws . 
(115) a. Dizzy robbed T i c k l e t o e s '  s tera.  
b .  Dizzy robbed T i c k l e t o e s  of a stera.  
(116) a. Marley looked s t r a i g h t  i n ( t ~ )  T i m ' s  e y e s .  
b .  Marley l c o k d  Tim s t r a i g h t  in t h e  e y e s .  
( 117)  a .  The pl k e t m k  away Dizzy ' s w e a p n s  . 
b .  The pl ice t m k  t h e  w e a p n s  away from Dizzy. 
S i n c e  we m u l d  g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i d e r  t h e  ( b )  s e n t e n c e s  b invo lve  tw 
s e p a r a t e  NFs w i t h  tw s e p x a t e  t h e t a  r o l e s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  is r a i s e d  as  b 
whether w e  want b c o n s i d e r  t h e  Kinyar wanda i n a l  i enab l  e and I' take-away" 
N P / n  im i n  f z t  i n v o l v e  no NP/m a t  alll b u t  r a t h e r  a D-structure d a t i v e  
tW. T h i s  q u e s t i o n  was r a i s e d  &ove d m l  where we noted t h a t  an inal i e n a b l y  
pssessed element  in  a s&uc ture with  NP/ECM c a n  NP-mve and Wh-mve 
independen t ly  of t h e  NP/EM1d p s s e s s o r .  S i n c e  t h i s  is sol w e  must 
c o n s i d e r  t h a t  i t  is pssible to m v e  t h e  p s s e s s r  b a p e r i p h e r a l  
p o s i t i o n l  sn  that t h e  r e s t  of t h e  NP w i l l  i n d e d  c o n s t i t u t e  a maximal 
p r o j e z t h n  f o r  t h e  p u r p s e s  o f  s m h  mvement  rules.83 &-other p s s b i l i t y  
existsl lmwever, which is t o  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  t h e  i n a l i e n h l e  p s s e s m r  is a 
d a t i v e  NP a t  all l e v e l s ,  and is ro t  i n  f a c t  NP/EM1d a t  a l l .  
S i n c e  t h e  d a t i v e  NF'/ECM r u l e  in  Kinyarwanda app l  ies to i n a l  i e n a b l e s  and 
to " t a k e a w a y "  v e r b s l  t h i s  p s s h f i i t y  is m t  u n a t t r a z t i v e .  T h i s  is due  to 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it has been n o t i c e d  c r o s s - 1  i n g u i s t i c a l l y  t h a t  t h i s  s a n a n t i c  
class o f  pssesmr s mi9 h t  appear  i n  c o n s t i t u e n t s  s e p a r a t e  from t h e i r  
p s s e s s e d  i t a n .  Fbr i n s t a n c e  I we have t h e  B ~ g l  i s h  examples d i s c u s s e d  
above.  (which c o n t r a s t  w i t h  m n - i n a l  i e n a b l e s :  "*I h i t  t h e  t eazher  o n  t h e  
desk . " )  And i n  k r e a n ,  t h e  f a z  ts o b s e r v d  d o v e  f o r  "take-away" v e r b s  are 
t r u e  o f  i n a l i m a b l e s  a l s I  w i t h  t h e  ve rb  ssis "im w a s h ( - o n e s d Â £ ) "  
(118) a. lbm-i [ John-Sy k k u l - h  s s i s - k i - t a  
-Wm -Gen f a c e  - k c  wash-onesel Â£-C/P-E 
'"Ibm washed J o h n ' s  f a z e  (John t h e  f a z e )  'I (K178c) 
b . John-i  l'brn-eke 61kd.-& ss i s -k  i-ta 
-Wm -JXt f a z e  - kc  wash-oneself-C/P-DE 
"John was washed h i s  f a c e  by mrn.l1 ( K t  79) 
In H a l e ( 1 9 8 1 ) 1  s i m i l a r  phenomemn i n  W x l p i r i  are d i s z u s s d .  Hale notes 
t h a t  i n  cases o f  "wlmle/par t" r e l a t i o n s  ( t h e  s t r o n g e s t  i n a l i e n a b l e  
r e l a t i o n )  I t h e  w b l e  and t h e  p a r t  NPs mus t  b e  s e p a r a t e  c o n s t i t u e n t s .  T h i s  
is n o t  t h e  case w i t h  a l  i enab l  es. I n a l  i e n a b l e  examples are g i v m  below. 
83. Cases of mvement  o f  t h e  p s s e s s e d  and n o t  t h e  p s s e s s r  in l a n g u a g e s  
which we have analyzed as  invo lv ing  NP/m i n t o  t h e  s u b j e z t  p s i t i o n  o f  an 
NPI and m t  a p e r i p h e r a l  p s i t i o n ,  have been s x - & l i n g  r u l e s l  f o r  which w e  
assume d i f f a e n t  c o n s t r a i n t s  a p p l y .  
(119) a. Kurdu-ngku ka- j u rdaka-ngku paka-rn i nga ju  
c hild-Erg Aux :Res-lo hand-Erg str i k e  m e  
"The c h i l d  s t r m k  m e  w i t h  its hand." ( H I  1981f 2)  
b .  Fama ka l a n g a - k u r r a  yuka-mi k u d u - k u r r a  
an t  Aux:Pres ex-All enter-NPst  c h i l d - A l l  
"The ant is c rawl  ing into t h e  c h i l d ' s  e x  .I1  
( H I  1981 ,5)  
F u r t h e r  he notes t h a t  i t  is t h e  WHOLEl and n o t  t h e  PAKT, which 
undergoes syn tx tic rules (agr eernen t con t r o l l e r  ) 
(120) a .  Mal  ik i -pa tu  e r n a -  j a n a  j aka  luwa-rnu 
dog-Pl AUX :Per f-10-3330 but-  k s  h i  t - P s t  
p i r l  i n g k i  w x l k u r r m a - n i n j a - k u r a  
s t o n e - I n s t  b a r  k-Inf-CC3IP:Cb-j 
"1 p e l t e d  t h e  dogs  i n  t h e  b u t t x k s  w i t h  s t o n e s l  
w h i l e  they  were bar  king . I 1  (HI  6 )  
We w i l l  rat d i s c u s s  t h e  d e t a i l s  o f  Warlpi r  i grammar ( s e e  Halel 19811 
1983, M s h I  19801 Simpsonl 1983! and r e f e r e m e  t h e r e i n )  . We simply note that 
H a l e  o b s e r v e s  t h a t  he assumes ' ' . . . t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a PAW and a 
WHOLE is o n e  o f  p r e d i c a t i o n l  i n  t h e  f a m u r i t e  p a t t e r n  -- t h e  PART is 
p r e d i c a t e 3  o f  t h e  WHOLE; t h e  l a t t e r  f u n c t i o n s  as a n  a r g m e n t l  w h i l e  t h e  
former is p r d i c a t e d  o f  it." ( H a l e !  19811 (p .7  o f  t h e  m . )  ) mwever he 
f u r t h e r  states: ' I . .  . t h e r e  is a b a s i c ,  t m - f a c e t e d l  i n t u i t i o n  which I w u l d  
l i k e  to c a p t u r e  -- n m e l y  t h i s :  The PART is i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  t h e  WHOLEl i n  
t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  what is t r u e  o f  t h e  P?RP is s e e n  to b e  e u e  o f  t h e  WHOLE; 
b u t l  a t  t h e  same time! t h e  P m T  is c o r c e p t u a l l y l  and grannnat ical ly  d i s t i r x t  
from t h e  WHOLEl in t h a t  i t  c a n  b e  a l i e n a t e d  t h e r e f r o m ,  and it c a n  b e  
independen t ly  q u a l i f i e d  (by a m d i f y i n g  nominal. .  .) . I1  ( H a l e l  19811 p .  7 (of  
t h e  ms.) ) Hale then  p r o v i d e s  a f o r m a l i z a t i o n  of t h i s  i d e a ,  which we w i l l  
n o t  o u t l i n e .  
We f i n d  t h e  same in t u i t i o n  expressed  in  Gueron ( f o r  ttaoming ) , where s h e  
d i s c u s s e s  examples s u c h  as t l m s e  f o l l o w i n g .  8 4 
(121) a. Jean  l&e  l a  main. 
"John r a i s e d  t h e  hand." 
b .  Je l u i  a i  coupe les  cheveux. 
" I  c u t  him t h e  h a i r  .I '  
c .  Elle l l a i  a n b r a s s 6  s u r  l a  bouche. 
"She k i s s e d  him o n  t h e  mouth." 
d .  Il s a i g n e  du nez .  
' H e  is b l e e d i n g  from t h e  nose ."  
e. Je l u i  a i  p r i s  l a  main. 
"I took him b y  t h e  hand." 
Gueron p roposes  a c o n s t r u a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e s e  d a t a  whereby a l e x i c a l  
c h a i n  is formed between t h e  i n a l i e n a b l e  possessor  and t h e  possessed  i t em a t  
LF. A l e x i c a l  c h a i n  c o n t a i n s  more than o n e  NP w i t h  lexical c o n t e n t ,  where 
t h e  two p a r t s  o f  a l e x i c a l  c h a i n  are n o n - d i s t i n c t .  Other examples are 
t h o s e  proposed f o r  c l i t i c - d o u b l  ing s t r u c t u r e s  as i n  Spanish o r  French 
complex i n v e r s i o n  s t r u c t u r e s ,  as in t h e  f o l l o w i n g .  (See Gueron f o r  a 
compl ete formal  i z a  t ion.  ) 
84. I am g r a t e f u l  to Jacque l  h e  Gueron f o r  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  Kinyarwanda and 
t h e  French  d a t a  w i t h  m e .  
(122) a .  Lo veo a Juan.  
"I see him (to) ~ u a n . "  
b . Jean  es t- il par  t i ?  
Jean  has  ( h e )  l e f t ?  
Thus,  it is n o t  c l  ear whether t h e  Kinyar wanda i n a l  i enab l  e/" take-away" 
d a t a  shou ld  be analyzed as invo lv ing  s y n t a c t i c  movement. I t  does  seem 
clear, however, t h a t  w h i l e  l a n g u a g e s  allow s t r u c t u r e s  in which p o s s e s s o r s  
and possessed  nouns are, speak ing  vague ly ,  s e p a r a t e  from each o t h e r ,  i t  
also seems clear t h a t  they may e f f e c t  t h i s  s e p a r a t i o n  e i t h e r  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  
or b y  c o n s t r u a l .  L i n g u i s t s  such  as Munro (1984) , Davies  ( l 9 8 l a  , b )  , 
Carden,Gardon,& Munro(1982),  and Szabolcs i (1981 ,1983)  g i v e  good arguments 
t h a t  t h e  "possessor  r a i s i n g "  d a t a  i n  var i o u s  l a n g u a g e s  is s y n t a c t i c .  And 
y e t  it is clear t h a t  i n  Ehgl i s h ,  whatever p r o c e s s  we witness i n  s e n t e n c e s  
s u c h  as (116) - (118)  is l e x i c a l ,  and n o t  s y n t a c t i c .  T h i s  is b e c a u s e ,  arrong 
o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  c o r e f e r e n c e  is n o t  r e q u i r e d  between t h e  o b j e c t  NP and t h e  
p o s s e s s o r  o f  t h e  i n d i r e c t  object i n  (118) , t h u s ,  (123) is a c c e p t a b l e .  
(123) Dizzy robbed m e  o f  Granny ' s wedding d r e s s .  
Of c o u r s e ,  t h i s  is n o t  p o s s i b l e  wi th  s e n t e n c e s  such  as (117) . 
(124) a. U s e  k i s s e d  P e r r y  o n  t h e  nose .  
b . * I l s e  k i s s e d  P e r r y  on  Teddy ' s  nose .  
I-bwever , i n  t h i s  case, t h e  t h m a t i c  meaning makes it clear that P e r r y  is 
an argument o f  k i s s ,  and is n o t  s imply an BCM'd e lement ,  s i n c e  f o r  example 
Perry  canno t  b e  l e f t  o u t  a l though on t h e  nose can .  8 5 
--- 
It seems then ,  t h a t  it should be reasonably s t r a igh t fo rward ,  i n  a g iven  
language ,  to determine whether an ope ra t i on  is s y n t a c t i c  o r  l e x i c a l .  I 
l e a v e  t h e  ques t i on  open for  Kinyarwanda ina l  i enab le s ,  al thoug h t h e  account 
o f  Kimenyi(1980) sugges t s  a s y n t a c t i c  t rea tment  is r equ i r ed .  
It  is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  should be d i v i s i o n  m n g  languages ,  o r  
even wi th in  a language among l e x i c a l  i tems, a s  to whether an o p e r a t i o n  is 
s y n t a c t i c  or l e x i c a l ,  s i n c e  mst r u l e s  have l e x i c a l  and s y n t a c t i c  ve r s ions ,  
e i t h e r  in a s i n g l e  language or ac ros s  languages ,  such a s  pas s ive ,  
r e f l e x i v i z a t i o n ,  etc. 
4.5.5 Tur k i s h  S/NP//ECM and Inal ienabl  e possess  ion 
4.5.5.1 Turkish BCM 
Turkish  p r e s e n t s  f a sc  h a t i n g  d a t a  for  our d i s c u s s i o n ,  because in  t h i s  
language,  NP/ECM and S/KM come together  .86 Sezer (1984,1985) p r e s e n t s  t h e  
fol lowing data, showing t h a t  S/ECM is p a s s i b l e  in Turkish,  and t h a t  it is, 
a t  f i r s t  g l ance ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  1 i k e  t h a t  o f  Ehgl i sh ,  involving 
85. The o p p o s i t e  s cena r io  is descr  ibed in t h e  "p ro l eps i s "  cases of  Moroccan 
Arabic , by Wager (1980) . 
86. I am g r a t e f u l  to Eng in Sezer , Jakl in Kbrnfi l  t ,  and I s le  Ber k e  Jenkins  
f o r  d i s cus s ing  Turk ish  grammar wi th  me. 
s u b c a t q o r  i z a t i o n  fo r  IP. 87 
(125) a.  (no 
Bir isi [ Al i okul-u b i t i r d i  ] kabul ed iyor  
s o m a n e  school - t ec  f i n i s h e d  is-assuming 
"Someone is assuming t h a t  Al i f i n i s h e d  s c b l  ." ( S ,  4a) 
b *  (a) I 
B i r i s i  [ M i - y i  okul-u  b i t i r d i  ] kabul ed iyor  
someone k c  sc hool- tec  f i n i s h e d  is-assuming 
"Someone is assuming Al i to have f i n i s h e d  school . " 
(S14b) 
c .  (BCM then P a s s i v e )  
A l i  [ t okul-u 
- - b i t i r d i  ] kabul e d i l i y o r  
sc h o o l - k c  f i n i s h e d  is-assumed 
" A l i  is assumed to have f i n i s h e d  sctool." (S ,4c)  
d .  (ECM, p a s s i v e ,  then ECM) 
Ben [ - A l i - y i  [ - t okul-u  b i t i r d i  ] kabul e d i l i y o r ]  
I -Pcc sc tool - k c  f i n i s h e d  is-assumed 
sand im 
thought  
"I  thought  Al i to b e  assumed to have f i n i s h e d  school  .'I (s, 4d) 
T u r k i s h  NF/BCM is d i f f e r e n t  than  E n g l i s h ,  towever ,  i n  t h a t  t h e r e  may b e  
agreement  in a c l a u s e  w i t h  ECM ( i t  is r e q u i r e d  i n  t h e  (126a) c l a u s e )  . 88 
(126) a. (no ECM) 
Ayse [ ben sinema-ya g i t - t i - m  (*$)  ] sanmis  
I m v  ies-Dt go-Ps t- lsg t b u g  h t  
87. The T u r k i s h  d a t a  is from t h e  handout o f  Sezer ( 1 9 8 4 ) ,  or from Ehgin 
S e z e r ,  Lale Burke J e n k i n s  o r  Jaklin K o r n f i l t  p . c .  
88. Speakers  d i f f e r  as to whether t h e y  p r e f e r  agreement to appear i n  t h e  
lower  c l a u s e  o f  an ECM v e r b  or n o t .  S i n c e  agreement d o w n s t a i r s  is least  
favoured  i f  t h e  NP ECM1d is r e f l e x i v e  o r  p a s s i v i z e d  to become matr ix 
subject, a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  m i g h t  be t h a t  t h e  agreement u p s t a i r s  may n o t  b e  
coindexed w i t h  t h a t  d o w n s t a i r s .  
'Ayse  t b u g h t  t h a t  I went to t h e  movies." ( S , 5 a )  
b .  (=w 
Ayse [ ben- i s i n m a - y a  g it- ti (-m) ) ] sanmis 
I m v  ies-Dt go-Ps t ( -  l s g  ) thought  
"Ayse c o n s i d e r e d  m e  to have gone to t h e  movies." ( S t % )  
I f  t h e  enbedded s u b j e c t  NP is an i n a l i e n a b l y  possessed NP, t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
changes .  Here, t h e  NP which becomes marked A c c u s a t i v e  is t h e  i n a l  i e n a b l e  
p o s s e s s o r .  
(127) a . B e n  [ s e n - i n  bas - in  agri-yor ] sandim 
I you-Gen head-Pd2Sg ac he-Cbn t t h u g  h t  
" I  thought  you had a headache." 
("Your head aches . " )  (S ,12a)  
b .  Ben [ sen- i  bas- in aGr ibr ] sand i m  
I y o u - k c  head-Pd2Sq as he-Con t thoug h t  
" I  t b u g h t  your head to b e  aching ." ( S ,  12b) 
It is o n l y  under ECM v e r b s  t h a t  t h i s  NP/ECM t a k e s  p i e c e .  D i r e c t  o b j e c t s  
o f  v e r b s  may rot undergo NP/ECM. There  is, i n  fact, o n e  o t h e r  case where 
p o s s e s s o r s  " s e p a r a t e "  from t h e i r  possessed  i tems.  T h i s  is when a possessed  
NP a p p e a r s  as i n t e r n a l  argument to an e x i s t e n t i a l .  Here, t h e  possessor  
raises to s u b j e c t ,  keeping i ts  g e n i t i v e  Case.  
(128)  Ben-in banka-da par  a-m var 
I-Gen bank-Lc mney-1% e x i s t  
' I  have money i n  t h e  bank." (S ,7a)  
T h i s  t y p e  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  is q u i t e  common, and is d i s c u s s e d  by 
Gueron (1984 , f o r  t k o m i n g )  , and S z a b o l c s i  (1985) . It is s i m i l a r  to t h e  
s i t u a t i o n  w e  saw above in Korean, where t h e  possessor  o f  an i n t e r n a l  
argument ,  c o u l d  raise to s u b j e c t ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  c o u l d  e x i s t  independen t ly  
from its head in no o t h e r  way than  by r a i s i n g  (by P a s s i v i z a t i o n )  I n  t h e  
T u r k i s h  cases, however, w e  s e e  q u i r k y  Case  (see d i s c u s s i o n  o f  Hindi  and 
I c e l a n d  inc  in Chapter 1) . 
That  a possessor  may become an ECM d NP is n o t  su rpr  i s i n g  . R e c a l l  t h a t  
w e  c o n s i d e r  NP/BCM to be i m p s s i b l e  u n l e s s  an e x t r a  Case becomes 
a v a i l a b l e .  In T u r k i s h ,  t h e r e  is no f l o a t i n g  d a t i v e  Case ,  and so NP/EEM is 
n o t  g e n e r a l l y  a v a i l a b l e .  However, under an ECM v e r b ,  t h i s  e x t r a  Case is 
a v a i l a b l e  (alas in t h e  case o f  e x i s t e n t i a l s  above) . Her e ,  t h e  possessor  
may g e t  a c c u s a t i v e  Case ,  w h i l e  t h e  matr ix NP r e c e i v e s  (presumably) 
nomina t ive  Case.  ( T h i s  supposes  t h e  c l a u s e  to b e  n o t  a t r u e  inÂ i n i t i v e ,  as 
indeed it is n o t  -see Ifornf i l t 1 1 9 8 4 )  
What is s u r p r  i s i n g  , towever ,  is t h a t  it is o n l y  an  inal i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r  
which may f r e e l y  b e  BGM'd in t h i s  way. Thus,  (129) is unaccep tab le  
( a l t h o u g h  n o t  e n t i r e l y  o u t ) .  
(129) a .  A L i  [ benim arabami ] y a n d i  s a n i y o r  
I-Gen car-kc burned t h i n k s  
" A l l  t h i n k s  my car to be burned."  
b .??a i ben i ar a b a s i  yand i san  iyor  
I-kc car burned t h i n k s  
' A l l  t h i n k s  my car to be burned.' ' 
Also s u r p r i s i n g  is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an  i n a l i e n a b l e  possessor  must be ECM'd, 
i f  BCM t a k e s  p l a c e ,  and its matr ix NP may n o t  be. T h i s  makes (130) 
ungr m a t i c a l .  89 
(130)  a. *ben Ayse-nh  kafa - s i -n i  k a r i s i k  vannedeyorum 
I -Gen head-Pd3Sg-kc confused  suppose 
" I  suppose Ayse ( 's head) to b e  confused ."  
b . ben Ayse-nin kafa-s  i-n i Gr i-yor vannedeyor um 
I Ayse-Gen head-Pd3Sg-kc ac he-Prog suppose 
I suppose Ayse' s head to b e  aching ." 
4.5.5.2 S p e c u l a t i o n s  
I have  no d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  to e x p l a i n  t h e s e  f a c t s .  ttowever , I s u s p e c t  
t h a t  an unders tanding o f  them is to b e  found i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  to b e  
ske tched  o u t  he re .  Consider t h a t  Turk i sh  S/ECM, r a t h e r  than c o n s i s t i n g  o f  
I P  s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n ,  is o f  t h e  t y p e  invo lv ing  f r o n t i n g  of an NP to a 
daughte r  p o s i t i o n  o f  CP, as d i s c u s s e d  in Chapter 2 .  Then, w e  must e x p l a i n  
why t h e  BCM'd NP may b e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  w i t h  no p o s i t i o n  o t h e r  than  s u b j e c t .  
We hypothes ize  t h a t  t h e  ECM'd NP is n o t  mved ,  b u t  is b a s e  g e n e r a t e d  in t h e  
p o s i t i o n  where it r e c e i v e s  BCM. T h i s  r e c e i v e s  s u p p o r t  from t h e  fo l lowing  
example,  where t h e r e  are tws lexical NPs. 
131 mar b e n i  b u  h e r i f  b i r  bok tan  ankamaz 
They I-kc t h i s  guy a s h i t  not-know 
z a n n e t t i l  er 
t h i n k  
"They t h i n k  (me)  t h i s  guy d o e s n ' t  know a s h i t . "  
89. At b e s t  t h e  second example has  a s e n s e  as i f  her b r a i n s  were 1 i t e r a l l y  
( p h y s i c a l l y )  in a mess. 
I f  t h e  BCM'd NP r e c e i v e s  i ts I icens ing  through p r e d i c a t i o n  a s  i n  
Hale(1981)  o r  by t h e  fo rmat ion  o f  a l e x i c a l  c h a i n  w i t h  a - pro  a s  proposed by 
G u e r o n ( f o r t k o m i n g )  then  it w i l l  b e  a b l e  to b e  c o r e f e r e n t i a l  o n l y  w i t h  a 
s u b j e c t ,  s i n c e  it is o n l y  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  w e  f i n d  - p r o  ( s e e  
K o r n f i l  t ,  1984) . There  is however, o n e  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n  where w e  f i n d  - p r o  as 
argued by Kbrnf il t (1984) and t h a t  is a s  s u b j e c t  o f  an NP -i .e.  a s  
p o s s e s s o r .  It w i l l  then be p o s s i b l e  to ECM an NP, which forms a l e x i c a l  
c h a i n  w i t h  t h e  s u b j e c t  v i a  t h e  - p r o  which a p p e a r s  in  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t  
o f  t h i s  NP. S i n c e  t h e  members o f  l e x i c a l  c h a i n s  must be n o n d i s t i n c t ,  t h e  
l e x i c a l  c h a i n  fo rmat ion  is p r e f e r r e d  in t h e  c a s e  o f  i n a l i e n a b l e  p o s s e s s o r s  
s i n c e  h e r e  t h e  EM'd  NP is non-d i s t inc  t from b o t h  t h e  possessor  - p r o  and t h e  
matr ix NP. Why it is n e c e s s a r y  to ECM t h e  i n a l  i e n a b l e  possessor  , and n o t  
p o s s i b l e  to EEM t h e  matr i x  NP which c o n t a i n s  it i n s t e a d ,  r emains  a mystery  
in t h i s  p i c t u r e .  
The above is, o f  c o u r s e ,  a s u g g e s t i o n  r a t h e r  than an a n a l y s i s ,  and it 
r a i s e s  m r e  q u e s t i o n s  t h a n  i t  answers .  It  does, hawever, open up 




In this chapter we will outline aspects of Case Theory. In the first 
1 
sections, this will be the same as Levin & Massaml984) (UM). We will 
then provide revisions to account for data discussed in the preceding 
chapters and not in L&M. 2 
1. Levin & Massam(1984) is a more formalized version of Levin & 
Massam (l984a) , with some differences in content. 
2. For his help during the writing oÂ Levin & Massam(1984), I wish to thank 
Luigi Burzio. 
5.2.1 The Nom/Acc//Erg/Abs Parameter 
In L&M, a theory of Case is outlined to account for differences between 
(Surf ace) ergative/absolutive' and nominat ivq'accusat ive languages ; which 
derives what has cone to be known as Burzio's (1981) Generalization. (cf. 
Perlmutter1s,1978 Unnaccusative Hypothesis). 
(1) Bur zio' s Generalization (1981) 
T<-- >A, where T=assignment of theta role to subject, 
A=accusative [absolutive] Case assignment [to object]. 
The observational difference between ergative/absolutive (E/A) languages 
and nminative/absolutive (N/A) languages is summed up in the following. 
(2) Case Marking in N/A, E/A Languages 
--- 
Structural Position N/A E/A 
NP/IP of transitive verb NOM ERG 
NP/IP of intransitive verb NOM ABS 
NP/VP (of transitive verb) ACC ABS 
To account for the differences between the two types of Case marking, 
L&M propose the following : 
3. "Deep ergativel' languages are those where the correspondances between 
semantic roles and underlying gramnatical relations are, loosely speaking, 
the reverse of the more familiar AGENT=subject, THEME=object. See 
Marantz (1984) and B.Levin (1983) . Bok-Bennema and Groos (1982) present a 
different analysis of Surface-ergativity. 
0 z a governor, then z0 has associated with it C ,  where 
C=Abs t ract Case. 
Every sentence will contain 1O and I?, and so every sentence will be 
generated with CI (where I is a governor, i .e . is tensed and/or has 
agreement) and 
5.2.2 Case Theory 
Safir(1985) notes that in N/A languages nominative Case is always 
assigned. L&M note that in E/A languages, absolutive Case is always 
assigned (See previous Note). They propose the following. t3 
4. The conditions required for INFL to be a governor are not clear 
cross-linguistically, but this issue is not important here. Note that the 
fact that non-governing INFLs do not have a Case associated with them 
allows us to maintain the claim below that Nominative Case is always 
assigned, since in infinitives, there is not nominative Case. In E/A 
languages, on the other hand, Absolutive Case is always present, since the 
verb's ability to govern is never lost. This depends on the notion of 
"governor" being defined in terms of potential, since, while an 
intransitive verb is arguably not a governor, it would be considered one 
for the theory discussed here. 
5. They also propose that C be assigned only under theta government, which 
would mean that accusative ^ nd ergative Case are assigned only to NPs with 
theta roles. (Here, they assumed that BCM is Case assignment to the 
embedded clause, with realization of this Case on the NP in specifier 
position.) Later in their paper they derive this stipulation. In this 
thesis, I consider that accusative Case can be assigned to non-thematic 
arguments and that ECM is in fact direct Case assignment to a non-thematic 
NP. I would consider the same could be true, with certain reservations 
(discussed below) of ergative Case. Illis change in assumption is possible 
without major revision to L&M. 
(4) Conditions on Case Assignment 
-- 
A. C must be assigned 
B. Case is assigned only under government. 
The N/A-E/A parameter is reduced to the value of x, as seen below. 6 
(5 )  (=L&M(5) 1 
Case Parameter 
a. x = I (Nominative/Accusative) 
L&M then explicate how Case is assigned. They consider that all Case 
assigners have feature [+CAI. - If the value is [+I ,  the Case assigner must 
assign its Case, and if it is [ - I ,  it ~annot.~ Conditions on Chains are 
adopted by L&M as below. 8 
6. L&M note that this captures the parallelism noted by Marantz 
between ncminative and absolutive Cases. 
7. We noticed in the previous chapter that the requirement that Cases must 
be assigned is as in Manzini(1983). However, for her, the requirement is 
dependent on the presence of Case, whereas in the system discussed here it 
is dependent on both the presence of Case and the [ + I  value of the Case 
-
assigning feature. 
8. The examples below are, as indicated, taken from UM. I have made some 
modifications, however, to make them consistent with this thesis, such as 
changing S ' and S to CP and IP. 
( 6 )  ( = U M ( 6 ) )  
C = . . .an is a c h a i n  o n l y  i f :  i 
A. @. is [+N,-V] ( i  .e. CP, IP ,  NP) 
1 
B. x = 0< i f f  PRO or [ C a s e ]  ( i .e .  i f f  Case l i n k e d ;  
Brcdy,1983) 
C. Given an A-pos i t ion ,  P i ,  t h e r e  is a c h a i n  C ,  
such t h a t  C c o n t a i n s  P .  and t h e r e  e x i s t s  i n  
C scare P. t o  which a t i e t a  r o l e  is a s s i g n e d .  
I 
( c f  . Chomsky , l 9 8 l ; R i  z z i  , 1982b;Brcdy,1983) 
( 7 )  ( = U M ( 7 ) )  
A. CP,IP are [+Case] 
B. Case is o n l y  v i s i b l e  under government. (J .Levin  ,1984) 
Of n o t e  h e r e  is t h a t  CP and I P  a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  to be i n h e r e n t l y  Case 
marked. T h i s  is t o  account  f o r  the f a c t  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  they  can be 
arguments ,  i .e.  r e c e i v e  t h e t a  roles, t h e y  can  a l s o  be i n  non Case marked 
p o s i t i o n s .  I f  the Case Filter is to be reduced to a Theta  V i s i b i b l i t y  
requ i rement  a t  LF (see Chapter  1) , t h e n  t h e  Case F i l t e r  must app ly  to a l l  
t h e t a  marked e lements ,  i n c l u d i n g  s e n t e n c e s .  Chomsky(1981) d i s c u s s e s  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  s e n t e n c e s  appear  i n  non Case marked p o s i t i o n s  a s  a problem f o r  
t h e  r e d u c t i o n  of the Case F i l t e r  to V i s i b i l i t y .  Stowell (1981) a t t e m p t s  to  
s o l v e  i t  by c o n s i d e r i n g  t e n s e d  s e n t e n c e s  i n  non Case marked p o s i t i o n s  as i n  
(8)  to n o t  be t h e t a  marked, bu t  to r e c e i v e  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  some 
o t h e r  way (see S t o w e l l ,  1981) . 
( 8 )  
Colone l  Johnson was happy t h a t  Hercule  was t h e r e .  
Niuean d a t a  (below) s u g g e s t s  t h a t  Stowell's s o l u t i o n  is u n t e n a b l e ,  and 
i n s t e a d ,  ( 7 A )  is p x i t e d .  (7B) a c c o u n t s  f o r  t h e  ungranunat ical i ty  o f  
i n f i n i t i v e  s e n t e n c e s  wi th  s e n t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t s ,  such as ( 9 ) .  
( 9 )  * [ m a t  Fender I s l a n d  is  t h e  most b e a u t i f u l  p l a c e  i n  t h e  
world]  to  be c e r t a i n .  
W e  no ted  i n  Chap te r s  2 and 4 t h a t  it  is t h i s  p r o p e r t y  of CPs, i .e.  t h a t  
t h e y  d o  n o t  have t o  be i n  Case marked p o s i t i o n s  i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e i r  t h e t a  
roles to be v i s i b l e ,  t h a t  a l l o w s  S/TCM to take p l a c e .  NPs, on t h e  o t h e r  
hand,  r e q u i r e  Case marking,  and so NP/BCM is p o s s i b l e  o n l y  i f  t h e r e  is  an 
e x t r a  Case a v a i l a b l e  to be a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  m a t r i x  NP. 
Also of  n o t e  wi th  respect to (6 )  , is t h a t  by (6B) , PRO o r  a Case marked 
e lement  n e c e s s a r i l y  heads  e a c h  c h a i n .  And f i n a l l y ,  by ( 6 C ) ,  e v e r y  A 
p o s i t i o n  must be i n  a c h a i n  and e v e r y  c h a i n  must c o n t a i n  e x a c t l y  one t h e t a  
p o s t i t i o n .  These p o i n t s  w i l l  be r e v i s e d  below to  i n c l u d e  t h e  d a t a  
d i s c u s s e d  i n  earlier c h a p t e r s .  
L&M c o n s i d e r  Case to  be a s s i g n e d  under government,  and t h e y  allow C to 
p e r c o l a t e  a long  t h e  p a t h  1Â°--9 
They t h e n  i l l u s t r a t e  how t h e  system works. ( I n  t h e  fol lowing "S" 
9. As d i s c u s s e d  i n  Votes i n  Chapter 1, we a c c e p t ,  a t  least f o r  E n g l i s h ,  
Stowell's claim t h a t  CPs resist  direct Case marking,  and move away from 
Case marked p o s i t i o n s .  T h i s  might  be d u e ,  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  of S towel l (1981)  
to  a c l a s h  between t h e  i n h e r e n t  Case,  and t h e  Case which is a s s i g n e d .  
replaces IP and CP. ) 
(10) (=L&M(8) 1
N/A system (x=I) 
a. Transitive verb 
s 
b. Intransitive verb 
s 
/ \ 
NP , INFL' 
^ I \  
I VP 
E/A system (x=V) 
c . "Unaccusative" verb 
s 
First, consider Ws. In (lOa) C must be assigned, where C is assigned 
under government. Also, C is assigned, since if it is not assigned in 
Y 
(lOa) the Case Filter (as in (6B)) will be violated. In (lob), there is no 
internal argument, and so in the N/A language, C is assigned as in (Ma) , 
and C is not assigned. In the E/A language, C (absolutive) must be 
Y 
assigned, and so it will percolate from V to I. (Recall that we assume the 
Extended Projection Principle here.) In (lOc) , no external theta role is 
assigned. Coindexing between the non-argument subject and the NP/VP is 
forced by (6C). By (6B) Case must be assigned to the head of the chain, 
and so an expletive/argument chain results.l0 Alternatively in (lOc) , the 
internal argument could be raised to the subject position, where it 
receives C directly, as in sentences with passive and unnaccusative 
x 
verbs. 11 
L&M next consider sentential arguments. In (lob) and (lOc) , replacing 
the NP argument with CP will result in the same Case assignment, since, 
although CPs do not require Case, C must be assigned. Thus CP will be in 
x 
a Case marked chain. ( U M  consider the inherent Case of CP to be 
compatible with assigned Case.) Examine now (lOa). Here, if either of the 
NPs is replaced with a CP, more must be said. If the internal argument is 
sentential, Case will be assigned to it only if the verb in question is 
[+CAI. If the verb is [-CAI, C will be assigned under government to 
x 
10. This is not a chain in terms of history of movement, however, in 
Chomsky(1984) he considers that at LF, an argument moves to replace its 
coindexed expletive, thus forming a true chain. Notice that this view 
requires all expletive/argument pairs to conform to locality conditions 
which normally apply to NP/trace chains, since at LF, the 
expletive/argument pair is transformed into an NP/trace relation. 
11. In Notes in Chapter 4 we suggested that an analysis of Tzotzil Passive 
which did not involve movement would provide us with a solution for a 
problematic structure. We noted, however, that a non-movement analysis for 
passive would cause problems in the theory of Case we are assuming. It 
should be evident from the above why this is so, since a non-movement 
analysis would create a chain with two Cases, or an expletive PRO. This 
last possibility seems problematic, given the somewhat anaphoric semantics 
usually associated with PRO. 
NP/IP, and the CP will not be assigned Case. (It will, however, satisfy 
the Case Filter (6.B) due to its inherent Case.) If the external argument 
in (lOa) is an CP, in the NA system it will receive nominative Case, 
however in the EA system ergative Case may or may not be assigned to the 
CP . 
5.2.3 Bur zio' s Generalization 
An effect of L&M1s outline of Case Theory, as they show, is that it is 
possible to derive Burzio's Generalization. This is desirable, since data 
from Niuean show that the first part of Burzio's Generalization is not 
always upheld, in a way that argues it should be derivable from the Case 
Filter. 
Examine the following data. 
(11) a. Kua iloa e mutolu [ke mailonga e mahani 
Perf know Erg you Sbj distinguish Abs signs 
he langi] 
of sky 
"You know how to distinguish the appearance of the sky." 
(Mtp-180) 
/Â 
b. Kua iloa ni e an [to tutupu e tau mena 
Perf know Bnph Erg I Put grow Abs Pi thing 
hepo ia] 
on night that 
"I just knew that things (clouds) would gather that night." 
(S ,2.102a) 
(12) a. Kua lali a ia [ke vangahau] 
Perf try Abs he Sbj talk 
"He is tryihg to talk." (M,p.l46) 
b. Piko e magafaoa haaku [ne fano a koe ki Samoa] 
believe Abs family my Pst go Abs you to Samoa. 
"My family believed (mistakenly) that you were going 
to Samoa." 
(S, 2.100b) 
The data above show that Niuean transitive verbs with CP complements 
subdivide into two classes: one which appears with ergative subjects (ll), 
and the other with absolutive subjects (12). This is so, regardless of 
whether the conplement is tensed or untensed (subjunctive), as is seen 
above. 
L&M note that to account for these data, we want an analysis which 
allows both (13a) and (13b). (They abstract away from the word order 
problem -see Section 5.6.5 and references cited there.) 
(13) a. b. 
IF 
/ \ 
NP ^  INFL' 
> /  \ 
I VF' 
/ \ 
v /--> CP 
NP INFL' 
^ / \  
1 ^ vp 
Examine first, verbs patterning with iloa "know". Other verbs in this 
class of [+CAI verbs taking sentential arguments which L&M give are: 
(14) [iâ‚¬? Verbs -king Sentential Complements 
iloa,"know,know how"; kamata "begin"; kitiaI1'see"; 
manatu,"think,wonder"; longona,"hear,Â£ 
talahaua ,"say" 
L&M note that such data appear to be counterevidence to Safir1s(1985) 
hypothesis that CPs can never receive Case. Though absolutive Case does 
not surface morphologically on CPs, the ergative subject indicates that 
absolutive has been assigned. Given ( 4 ) ,  absolutive Case must be assigned, 
leading us to conclude that the CP involved has been Case-marked. 12 
Data such as (12b), on the other hand show that CPs do not require Case 
assignment, thus arguing against Stowell's(1981) claim that they do require 
it. [-CAI verbs taking CP complements are given by L&M as follows: 
(15) [-CAI Verbs Taking Sentential Complements 
manaki,"hopel'; fakaanga,"attempt"; 
Â£01 ,"decidew ; lali ,"try"; fakalata,"think"; 
manak~,'~want"; talifaki ,"expect" ; 
amaamanakii ,"hope1'; piko,"believe" 
These verbs utilize the Case marking schema in (13b). The verb is [-CAI. 
This is possible, as the internal CP does not require Case. Since 
absolutive Case must be assigned, it percolates up to INFL, and is assigned 
to NP/IP.  
L&M then discuss the implications of these data for Burzio's 
Generalization, (see (1)): T<--->A1 where T = assignment of theta-role to 
subject and A = Accusative Case assignment [to object]. l3 since accusative 
12. L&M provide arguments against an analysis where the CP is dominated by 
an NP, namely, that extraction is possible from these sentential 
complements, which would be ruled out by Subjacency if the CP were 
dominated by NP. 
13. Burzio's Generalization should more properly read " where T = 
assignment of theta-role to subject position", since "subject" is rather 
Case is that which is assigned to the object in N/A languages, it is clear 
that the "A" of Burzio's Generalization refers to absolutive Case, i.e. 
the Case assigned by a verb to its object. 14 
The existence of the class of [-CAI verbs taking sentential complements 
shows that T--->A does not hold in all cases. [-CAI verbs do not assign 
absolutive Case to their S' complements and yet a theta role is assigned to 
the subject. L&M consider this to be the evidence which Burzio 
hypothesized might exist in his discussion: 
"...our framework will not require that the statement 
[-A--->-TI should hold for verbs in other than the 
configuration in [ NP V(-A) ... NPi,where NPi is 
governed by V and only by Vl. For example, we wuld expect 
that in a base form "NP V S" where there is no NP to assign 
Case to, the verb could very well lack the capability 
to assign accusative .. .However,since we find no evidence 
that would ever falsify it, we will assume that [-A--->-TI 
holds categorically." (Burzi0~1981:p .l69) 
With the Niuean data, it is clear that the generalization T--->A is a 
consequence of the Case Filter, as Burzio suspected it might be, combined 
with the fact that NPs , but not CPs, must be assigned Case. 
---------- 
vague considering that if we take the view of passive in Jaeggli (1984) and 
Baker, Johnson & Roberts(1985), an external theta role is assigned to the 
-en affix, but this affix is not in subject position. 
14. L&M note that this is different than the parallellism noted by Marantz 
between nominative and absolutive Case. As mentioned above, Nominative and 
Accusative are alike in that they are values for x in (5) above, whereas 
Absolutive and Accusative share the property of being Cv. 
L&M then  examine t h e  second p a r t  of B u r z i o ' s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  A--->T. They 
c o n s i d e r  t h a t  t h i s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  r e c e i v e s  f u r t h e r  s u p p o r t  from s u r f a c e  
e r g a t i v e  Case-marking l anguages  which e x h i b i t  Rais ing t o  S u b j e c t .  ~s 
e x e m p l i f i e d  i n  ( 1 7 ) ,  t h e  r a i s e d  s u b j e c t  i n  such c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a lways 
a p p e a r s  w i t h  a b s o l u t i v e  Case: 
( 1 6 )  a .  Kua kamata Inp%] 1 k e  h a l a  h e  tama e akau ] 
Per f  begin  S b j  c u t  Erg c h i l d  Abs t r e e  
T h e  c h i l d  h a s  begun t o  c u t  down t h e  t r e e . '  
b. Kua kamata e tama [ ke h a l a  [ e l  e akau]  
Abs 
A list of Rais ing t o  S u b j e c t  v e r b s  is g iven  i n  ( 1 8 ) .  As one might 
e x p e c t ,  a l l  such v e r b s  t a k e  n o n - f i n i t e  (ke-) complements. 
(17) Ra i s ing  - to S u b j e c t  - (-CA Verbs)  
maeke, "can ,  be p o s s i b l e " ;  kamata , "beg in" ; fakaa i  , "no t" ;  
mahani , " u s u a l ,  customary" ; tei  tei  , "almost"  ; 
fe tamakina ,  "near ly" .  
L&M n o t e  t h a t  t h e  absence of Ra i s ing  to S u b j e c t  v e r b s  wi th  e r g a t i v e  
s u b j e c t s  s u g g e s t s  that e r g a t i v e  Case is a s s i g n e d  o n l y  under 
theta-government.  However, t h i s  is n o t  n e c e s s a r y  to  s t i p u l a t e ,  as f o r  t h e  
most par t ,  i t  f o l l o w s  from (6B) and (6C) t h a t  a l l  v e r b s  t a k i n g  s i n g l e  
arguments ,  whether i n t e r n a l  o r  e x t e r n a l ,  w i l l  be [-CAI. This is because ,  
i f  a v e r b  h a s  a Case marked i n t e r n a l  argument,  and no  e x t e r n a l  t h e t a  role 
is a s s i g n e d ,  (6C) w i l l  f o r c e  t h e  e x t e r n a l  p o s i t i o n  to be i n  a c h a i n  wi th  a 
t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  If t h e  e x t e r n a l  po 
to  form a l e g i t i m a t e  c h a i n ,  due to 
i t i o n  is Case marked, i t  w i l l  be unable 
6B) and t h e  s e n t e n c e  w i l l  v i o l a t e  
(6C) . I f ,  on the o t h e r  hand,  a v e r b  h a s  o n l y  an e x t e r n a l  argument and y e t  
is [+CAI, t h e  [+CAI v e r b  w i l l  be unable  to  a s s i g n  i ts  Case (which i t  must 
a s s i g n ,  i f  i t  is [+CAI . ) 15 
Thus,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  second p a r t  of B u r z i o ' s  G e n e r a l i z a t i o n  is 
d e r i v e d  from t h i s  t h e o r y  o f  Case. However, t h e r e  is n o t  a complete  
o v e r l a p .  The t h e o r y  o f  L&M allows f o r  B u r z i o ' s  G e n e r a l i z a t i o n  n o t  to ho ld  
i n  c e r t a i n  c i rcumstances .  F i r s t ,  i f  t h e  Extended P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  does  
n o t  ho ld  a b s o l u t e l y ,  t h e n  i t  would be p o s s i b l e  t o  a s s i g n  A to an i n t e r n a l  
o b j e c t ,  and no  t h e t a  role to t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  would i n  
t h i s  case be no exp le t ive /a rgument  c h a i n  formed, and hence no v i o l a t i o n  of 
(6B) or (6C).  Ki t igawa(1984)  a r g u e s  t h a t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  h o l d s  i n  P o l i s h  
impersona l  p a s s i v e s .  Second, i t  would be p o s s i b l e  f o r  a v e r b  to a s s i g n  A 
t o  an i n t e r n a l  argument w i t h o u t  a s s i g n i n g  a t h e t a  role to  a s u b j e c t  i f  t h e  
v e r b  h a s  more than one direct argument.  T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  h o l d s  i n  p a s s i v e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  l anguages  examined i n  Chapter  4 such as Kinyarwanda, where 
a v e r b  a s s i g n s  s e v e r a l  direct Cases .  Thus, i n  ( 1 8 a ) ,  t h e  v e r b  and ik  
"write" may be  p a s s i v i z e d  (which means it d o e s  n o t  a s s i g n  a t h e t a  role to 
t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ) ,  and y e t  it is still a b l e  to  a s s i g n  a c c u s a t i v e  Case 
to  ibaruwa "letter",  s i n c e  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t a l  ikaramu is a v a i l a b l e  to move to  
-- 
s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  (18b) shows that ibaruwa r e a l l y  d o e s  r e c e i v e  A ( t h a t  is, 
15. Note t h a t  i n  E/A l a n g u a g e s ,  a [+CAI v e r b  is unable  to t r a n s m i t  i ts Case 
to INFL, s i n c e  it must a s s i g n  i t s  Case d i r e c t l y .  
direct objective Case) , and not an oblique Case, since it also may 
passivize in such a structure. me point here is that as long as there is 
available one argument to form a chain with the empty S U ~ J ~ C ~  
position--either by moving into it or by coindexing , then the verb is free 
to assign A to another argument. 
' 1  / ' /  I (18) a. Ikaramu i -ra -andik-iish -w -a ibaruwa. 
pen it-pres-write-instr-pass-asp letter 
n ' mugab 
by man 
"The pen is used to write a letter by the man . "  
( K t  5.1.6d) 
' /  / / ' /  A 
b. Ibaruwa i -ra -andik-iish -w -a ikaramu n'umuqabo. 
letter it-pres-write-instr-pass-asp pen by man 
"Ihe letter is being written with the pen by the man. 
( K t  5.1.15) 
And finally, as a subset of this last group of verbs would be a 
potential class of verbs which assign A to an internal sentential argument, 
and do not assign a theta role to their subject, if they can effect Raising 
to Subject. Such verbs would always appear in raising constructions, 
however, since not to do so would violate the condition that only one Case 
may exist in a chain. As obligatory raising verbs, it is doubtful that 
they would be easily distinguishable from Control verbs, and it seems 
likely that, historically, a theta role would develop to be assigned to the 
subject. It is clear at any rate that there could be no expletive here, 
and the prediction made by L&M that there are no ergative expletives is 
upheld. A potential candidate here would be the verb 
(Its counterpart in Niuean is a Raising verb.) Given 
beqin in English. 
-
the ungrmaticality 
o f  (19a)  (even though i t  makes s e n s e ) ,  and t h e  g r a m n a t i c a l i t y  o f  ( 1 9 b & c ) ,  
i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  k g i n  might be of t h i s  c l a s s .  H o w v e r ,  g iven  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  an a g e n t  read ing  f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  (19b) and ( 1 9 d ) ,  t h i s  
claim is weakened. (But see Rochet te ,1985 f o r  arguments t h a t  v e r b s  such a s  
beg in  i n  French (commencer d o  n o t  a s s i g n  t h e t a  roles to t h e i r  s u b j e c t s ,  
even when t h e y  occur  w i t h  NP o b j e c t s . )  
(19)  a .  * I t  began t h a t  George c u t  the l o g s  f o r  t h e  c a b i n .  
b. George began to c u t  t h e  l o g s  f o r  t h e  c a b i n .  
c. The l o g s  began t o  be c u t .  
d .  George began t h e  chainsaw. 
5.3 Case Theory and The P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  
5.3.1 The Problem 
The d a t a  which h a s  been examined i n  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r s  a r g u e s  t h a t  
c e r t a i n  aspects o f  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  Case and o f  c h a i n s  o u t l i n e d  above must be 
modi f ied .  There  are two b a s i c  assumptions  i n  a l l  e x p l i c a t i o n s  o f  Case and 
c h a i n  t h e o r y  which o u r  d a t a  show to be inadequa te .  F i r s t ,  i t  is u s u a l l y  
assumed t h a t  c h a i n s  a r e  formed on A-pos i t ions ,  and that t h e  Case F i l t e r  
a p p l i e s  o n l y  to  such c h a i n s  (due to V i s i b i l i t y  r e q u i r e m e n t s ) ,  s i n c e  t h e s e  
are c h a i n s  which w i l l  c o n t a i n  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n s .  
W e  have s e e n  t h a t  i n  s e v e r a l  c a s e s ,  NPs which are n o t  i n  t h e t a  c h a i n s  
( d e f i n e d  as A-chains which i n c l u d e  a t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ) ,  d o  i n  f a c t  r e q u i r e  
Case.  F i r s t ,  we saw t h a t  NPs which have undergone BGM movement r e q u i r e  
Case.  These NPs are i n  A-bar p o s i t i o n s  ( i .e .  t h e y  a r e  never  a s s i g n e d  a 
t h e t a  r o l e ,  and t h e y  d o  n o t  form A-chains w i t h  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  to which 
t h e y  a r e  coindexed--if  t h e y  d i d ,  t h e r e  m u l d  be c h a i n s  wi th  t w  Cases ,  or 
wi th  Case a t  the t a i l  and n o t  t he  h e a d ) .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e y  a r e  coindexed wi th  
NP i n  a Case marked p o s i t i o n ,  so c l e a r l y ,  by t h e  t h e o r y  above,  t h e y  shou ld  
n o t  need t o  be Case marked. Second, ECM'd possessors need to be Case 
marked i n  Chickasaw, a l t h o u g h  t h e y  too a r e  i n  what may be cons idered  A-bar 
p o s i t i o n s ,  coindexed wi th  an NP which is sometimes c l e a r l y ,  and o t h e r  times 
p l a u s i b l y ,  Case marked. And f i n a l l y ,  i t  is c l e a r  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  o f  Tough 
Movement c o n s t r u c t i o n s  need Case ,  i n  t h e  l anguages  examined i n  Chapter 3. 
Here, the NP i n  q u e s t i o n  is i n  an A-posi t ion,  b u t  i t  is n o t  i n  a t h e t a  
c h a i n ,  and hence ,  it shou ld  n o t  r e q u i r e  Case marking f o r  V i s i b i l i t y .  
Note t h a t  we cannot  s o l v e  the problem by c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  BCM'd NPs to  be 
i n  A-pos i t ions ,  s i n c e  i f  w e  d i d ,  we w u l d  e x p e c t  t h a t  t h e y  would form 
A-chains w i t h  their coindexed t h e t a  p o s i t i o n s ,  and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e ,  o n l y  one  
Case ,  a t  t h e  head of t h e  c h a i n  would be a l lowed ,  and so t h e  coindexed t h e t a  
p o s i t i o n  cou ld  n o t  r e c e i v e  Case.  But c l e a r l y ,  i t  does  r e c e i v e  Case,  a s  
d i s c u s s e d  i n  C h a p t e r s  2 and 4 .  
We might  want to s a y  t h a t  a l l  NPs which a r e  n o t  i n  t h e t a  c h a i n s  r e q u i r e  
Case t o  be l i c e n s e d .  S i n c e  a d v e r b i a l  NPs ( i f  t h e y  e x i s t )  l6 and 
Wh-operator NPs do n o t  r e q u i r e  Case ,  t h i s  might be done by s t a t i n g  t h a t  NPS 
which are n o t  i n  t h e t a  c h a i n s ,  b u t  which a r e  l i c e n s e d  by v i r t u e  o f  being 
coindexed wi th  an NP i n  a t h e t a  c h a i n  need Case.  However, t h i s  would be 
t h e  wrong move, s i n c e  T o p i c a l l z e d  NPs, and L e f t  and Right Dis loca ted  NPs d o  
n o t  r e q u i r e  Case.  So let  u s  r e c o n s i d e r .  
The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  o f  t h e  non t h e t a  c h a i n  NPs (mentioned 
above as needing to be Case marked) s h a r e  i n  t h e  a n a l y s e s  proposed i n  t h i s  
t h e s i s ,  is  t h a t  t h e y  are a l l  s u b j e c t s .  The ECM1d NP of Niuean, and F i j i a n  
was ana lyzed  as being a s u b j e c t  o f  a CP p r e d i c a t e  a long  t h e  l i n e s  o f  
Tara ldsen(1983)  and Haik(1985) .  The BCM1d possessor i n  Chickasaw was shown 
to  be a s u b j e c t  by t h e  many tests of  Garden,  Gordon and M.inro(1982). We 
de te rmined  t h a t  i n  t h i s  language t h e  l e f t m o s t  NP dominated by IP is 
c o n s i d e r e d  to be the s u b j e c t .  And f i n a l l y ,  i t  is u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l  t h a t  i n  
Tough Movement c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t h e  o v e r t  NP r e l a t e d  to  the t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  o f  
embedded o b j e c t  (by c o i n d e x i n g ,  b u t  n o t  by a c h a i n )  is a s u b j e c t .  
5.3.2 Revised Case Theory 
S i n c e  a l l  the NPs which r e q u i r e  Case and which a r e  n o t  i n  t h e t a  c h a i n s  
16.  It is n o t  c l e a r  whether t h e r e  is such a thing as an a d v e r b i a l  NP, i .e.  
whether words such as "tomorrow" shou ld  be ana lyzed  as NPs or PPs i n  
a d v e r b i a l  p o s i t i o n s .  
a r e  s u b j e c t s ,  we propose t h a t  t h e  Case F i l t e r  be expanded to i n c l u d e  n o t  
j u s t  NPs i n  t h e t a  c h a i n s ,  b u t  a l s o  any NP which acts as t h e  s u b j e c t  f o r  
p u r p o s e s  o f  p r e d i c a t i o n .  
L e t  u s  review t h e  main p o i n t s  of t h e  Levin & Massam t h e o r y  above.  It 
states : 
(20)  ( i )  Fbr e v e r y  A-posi t ion there is a c h a i n  
( i i )  For e v e r y  c h a i n  t h e r e  is a t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  
( i i i )  Fbr e v e r y  t h e t a  role t h e r e  must be a Case 
( f o r  V i s i b i l i t y )  . 
In a d d i t i o n ,  the head o f  t h e  c h a i n  must be CP, IP o r  NP, and i t  must be 
[+Case].  What parts o f  t h i s  need r e v i s i o n  to  accomodate t h e  d a t a  o f  t h e  
p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r s ?  
~t is clear that we must expand t h e  c a t e g o r y  " A - p s i  t i o n "  i n  ( i )  above 
to i n c l u d e  A-pos i t ions  and s u b j e c t s .  Th i s  means t h a t  c h a i n s  w i l l  be formed 
to i n c l u d e  a l l  NPs i n  such p o s i t i o n s  Then, we must e n s u r e  t h a t  movement 
to  an  A-bar p o s i t i o n  d o e s  n o t  form a c h a i n .  And a l s o ,  we must e n s u r e  t h a t  
t h e s e  c h a i n s  w i l l  be l i c e n s e d  a t  LF, b u t  we can  no  longer  s tate t h a t  t h e y  
mus t  i n c l u d e  a t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  to be l i c e n s e d ,  s i n c e  we have c la imed i n  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e y  need n o t  i n c l u d e  such  a p o s i t i o n .  To allow f o r  t h e  ECM and Tough 
d a t a ,  we must t h e n  r e v i s e  ( i i)  t o  s t a t e  that e v e r y  c h a i n  must have an  index 
a s s o c i a t e d  with a t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  T h i s  l i c e n s e s  NP/trace c h a i n s ,  t r i v i a l  
t h e t a  NP c h a i n s ,  exp le t ive /a rgument  c h a i n s ,  c h a i n s  coindexed wi th  an 
operator as i n  Tough Movement, and ECM movement c h a i n s .  And f i n a l l y . .  
consider (iii). Since, in the theory of Chomsky(1981), and of U M ,  every 
chain must include a theta position, we can state in these theories that 
every chain must include a Case marked position, and this will be derivable 
from the Visibility of theta roles requirement at LF. We can now, as 
before, simply state that for every chain there must be a Case marked 
position, and still have this be derivable from the Visibility condition, 
if we consider that not only theta roles, but also subjects of predication 
require Case for Visibility. 
Notice that the categories which form chains consist of arguments and 
subjects. This constitutes a natural class with respect to a central 
aspect of grammar, namely, the Projection Principle. The Projection 
Principle of Chomsky(1981) requires that all complement argument positions 
be projected Â£ra the lexicon, and remain constant throughout the 
derivation. "The Extended Projection Principle of Chomsky(1982) also 
requires that all predicates ("clauses") have subjects. Thus, it appears 
that the Case Filter and chain theory refer to the same classes of 
positions as does the Projection Principle. We can thus consider that all 
positions referred to by the latter, must form chains, must be 
theta-licenced, and must therefore directly or indirectly, receive Case. 
We thus state the following. 
(21) (i) For every projected psi tion P, there must be a chain 
(ii) For every chain there must be a theta index 
(iii) Fbr every chain there must be a Case 
I h u s ,  we r e v i s e  (6C) to t h e  fo l lowing :  
(22) Given a p r o j e c t e d  p o s i t i o n  P i ,  t h e r e  is a c h a i n  C, 
such t h a t :  
C c o n t a i n s  P i  and is t h e t a  l i c e n s e d .  
C is t h e t a  l i c e n s e d  i f  i t  h a s  an index I which is 
t h e t a  l i c e n s e d .  
I is  t h e t a  l i c e n s e d  i f  i t  is a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  an NP N,  
which is t h e t a  l i c e n c e d .  
N is  t h e t a  l i c e n s e d  i f  i t  is i n  a p o s i t i o n  to which a 
t h e t a  role is a s s i g n e d .  
In o r d e r  to r u l e  o u t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  BCM moved NP forming a c h a i n  
wi th  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  wi th  which i t  is co indexed ,  we add t h e  fo l lowing  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  c h a i n s .  
(23)  A c h a i n  headed by an  A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  may n o t  i n c l u d e  an 
A-posi t ion.  
Cha ins  a r e  t h u s  d e r i v e d  by A-movement, t h a t  is, movement to an 
A-posi t ion,  or t h e y  are t r i v i a l ,  or t h e y  are d e r i v e d  by movement from an  
A-bar p s i  t i o n .  
In a case of  S/BCM t h e n ,  we have t h e  fo l lowing  s i t u a t i o n .  A t  
D-s t ructure ,  the Niuean v e r b  toka  "let"  (see fo l lowing  example) projects, 
-
by t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  a s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and an  i n t e r n a l  argument 
p o s i t i o n .  Both of these must be f i l l e d ,  by t h e  Theta  C r i t e r i o n .  Due to  
s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n ,  the i n t e r n a l  argument p o s i t i o n  is f i l l e d  wi th  a CP. 
Tbka, however, also selects f o r  a p r e d i c a t e  (as  proposed i n  Ha'i k (1985) and 
-
T a r a l d s e n  (1983) and i n  Chapter  2 and 3 above) . Hence, the CP complement 
i t s e l f  must project a s u b j e c t .  An NP from w i t h i n  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  CP moves t o  
t h i s  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  
(24)  a. Tb nzka i  toka  e a u  e i k a  ke kai he p u s i  
P u t  n o t  le t  Erg I Abs f i s h  S b j  eat Erg c a t  
"I w n l t  l e t  t h e  f i s h  be e a t e n  by t h e  cat." 
(S, 3.78a) 
b. [ ... t o k a  [ NPi [ ..... t ..... I ] ]  i 
Here ,  t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  is Case marked, and hence heads  a t r i v i a l  
c h a i n .  S i n c e  t h e  NP moved from i t  is i n  an A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  t h i s  t r i v i a l  
c h a i n  is p e r m i t t e d ,  due  to (23)  . The ECM'd NP must also be i n  a c h a i n ,  
s i n c e  i t  is i n  a p r o j e c t e d  p o s i t i o n .  It is Case marked, and hence heads  a 
t r i v i a l  c h a i n .  Th is  c h a i n  is Case marked and c o n t a i n s  a t h e t a  i n d e x ,  and 
so the s e n t e n c e  is grammatical .  
There  are a few o t h e r  p o i n t s  which must be d i s c u s s e d .  F i r s t ,  recall 
that the phenomenon of  p a s s i v i z a t i o n  i n  ECM s t r u c t u r e s  and o f  Movement to 
S u b j e c t  i n  Niuean r e q u i r e d  u s  to allow A/A-bar/A movement i n  c e r t a i n  
c i rcumstances .  We can n o t e  now t h a t  such movement f i t s  i n t o  our  Case 
Theory i n  a n a t u r a l  way. Le t  u s  examine Niuean Rais ing to S u b j e c t .  
A t  D-s t ructure ,  t h e  v e r b  kamata "begin" p r o j e c t s  by the P r o j e c t i o n  
P r i n c i p l e ,  a s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  and an i n t e r n a l  argument p o s i t i o n ,  as d i d  
t o k a  "let" i n  (24a) . Here, the s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is non-thematic .17 f i e  
-
17 .  By the r e v i s e d  The ta  C r i t e r i o n ,  t h e r e  c o u l d  be NP h e r e ,  b u t  i t  would 
r e q u i r e  t h e t a - l i n k i n g  which is n o t  f r e e l y  a v a i l a b l e  as d i s c u s s e d  i n  
C h a p t e r s  2 and 3 .  
o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  by t h e  Theta  C r i t e r i o n  must be f i l l e d ,  and ,  due  t o  
s u b c a t e g o r i z a t i o n ,  i t  is f i l l e d  wi th  a CP. Kamata, l i k e  toka, selects f o r  a 
p r e d i c a t e .  Hence, t h e  CP complement i t s e l f  must p r o j e c t  a s u b j e c t .  An NP 
from w i t h i n  the p r e d i c a t e  CP moves to t h i s  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  (Note:  (25a)  
is a grammatical  s e n t e n c e ,  b u t  n o t  wi th  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 2 5 ) . )  
(25)  a .  *Kua kamata [e akau [ ke h a l a  he  tarnal ] 
Per f  begin  Abs tree S b j  c u t  Erg c h i l d  
b. I... kamata [ NP, [ .... t ...]I] i 
As i n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  d i s c u s s e d  above,  the A-bar s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  is 
p r o j e c t e d ,  and hence must be i n  a c h a i n .  T h i s  c h a i n  i n c l u d e s  a t h e t a  
i n d e x ,  by m i n d e x a t i o n  wi th  t h e  embedded o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n ,  b u t  i t  d o e s  n o t  
r e c e i v e  Case,  and the s e n t e n c e  is ungrammatical .  Although it h a s  moved 
Â £ r a  the t h e t a  p o s i t i o n ,  it can  n o t  form a well-formed c h a i n  with t h i s  
t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  s i n c e  t h i s  c h a i n  w i l l  n o t  have a Case marked head p o s i t i o n ,  
as well as because  o f  ( 2 3 ) .  However, i t  might  a l t e r n a t i v e l y  move t o  t h e  
s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  of the m a t r i x  c l a u s e .  
(26)  I . .  . kamata [ N P I  [ t i  [ . . . . t i . .  .] ] ] 
In ( 2 6 ) ,  there is one c h a i n  to be d i s c u s s e d .  S i n c e  t h e  m a t r i x  s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  is  Case marked, i t  is t h e  head o f  a c h a i n .  Th is  c h a i n  c o n t a i n s ,  
by Move Alpha,  t h e  m a t r i x  s u b j e c t ,  and SPEC2. It r e c e i v e s  Case ,  and is 
the ta - indexed  by v i r t u e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the NP moved from SPBC2 h a s  been 
moved from t h e  t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  o f  embedded object. S ince  e v e r y  p r o j e c t e d  
p o s i t i o n  is i n  a c h a i n ,  the s e n t e n c e  is grammatical .  18 
18. As d i s c u s s e d  i n  Chapter  2 ,  the t h e t a  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e s e  s e n t e n c e s  
c o n t a i n s  a pronominal ,  and n o t  an anaphor .  
typology of tton-thematic Argment  ons st ructions 
1 Introduction 
- 
In this final section, we will present a typology of the syntactic 
constructions which have been discussed in this thesis. The main point 
here is that there are two ways to divide up the constructions which have 
been discussed--first, in terms of the semantic classes of verbs which 
govern various processes by which an element conies to act as an argument of 
a verb with which it has no thematic relation, and second, in terms of the 
syntactic operations which verbs may use to establish this effect. There 
is no one-to-one correspondance between verb classes and syntactic 
processes, however, and verbs of one semantic class in language Amay use a 
syntactic device which is used by verbs of another semantic class in 
Language B. 
The Table presented below raises some intriguing questions about the 
nature of language variation. Mast evident is the question as to why 
languages, and verbs within languages "make the choices that they do", so 
to speak. I have no solution to this question. For instance, I cannot 
explain why English does not have ECM movement, or why it does not permit a 
Wh-word to exhibit a different morphological Case from the one assigned to 
the theta position with which it is associated by coindexing. Similarly, I 
do not know why Fijian "Raising to Subject" verbs choose 
IF-subcategori zation , while "Raising to Object" verbs choose ECM movement, 
whereas in Niuean, E C M  mvement is used for both types of operation. My 
assumption regarding the cross-linguistic variation is that the answer to 
questions of this nature are to be found in the study of parameterization 
(cÂ£.Chomsky,1981,198 Rizzi,1982, and references therein, especially 
regarding the so-called "null-subject parameter"), and that further study 
will reveal certain clusterings of properties between which there are 
implicational relations. Thus, there might be an "ECM-movement parameter" 
analogous to the "null-subject parameter". On the observational level we 
note that the majority of the languages which exhibit BCM Movement are 
verb-initial languages, with the exception (Turkish) falling into the 
Verb-peripheral class, since it is Verb-final. (Notably, Turkish also in 
unusual in displaying BGM movement only for subjects, which suggests it is 
a subclass, or that it is mis-categorized as an ECM movement language.) 
We suggested above that languages in which infinitivals require Case will 
not be able to effect IP-subcategorization E M .  And, also as noted above, 
languages which do not freely permit more than one direct verbal argument 
due to limitations on Case availability will not exhibit NP/BCM. However, 
this simply leads us to the question of why a certain language does, and 
another does not, permit multiple direct Case assignment. It is indeed, 
turtles all the way down. 
TOPOLOGY* 
I Subca tegor iza t ion  f o r  IP,  with government (and Case Assignment 
----- 
or subsequent m o v e m e n t ) o f t h e  NP i n  t h e  embedded Spec i f i e r  
- ----- 
Language, & Common Gloss of 
--
Name of %era t ion  
-- 
Sample Verbs 
1 9  Target  position^ 
English (RtoS) 
French (RtoS) 
I t a l i a n  (RtoS) 
Malagasy (RtoS) 
A .  Verbs of Modality 
--
Blackfoot  (RtoS) + ( s u r p r i s i n g )  - 
(seem, be l i k e l y )  
(seem, t u rn  o u t )  
(seem, appear)  
(seem) 
B. Verbs of P ropos i t i ona l  A t t i t u d e  
--
English ( WOO) ( expec t ,  b e l i e v e )  
French ( Wh-Em) (be l i eve )  
Hindi (RtoO) ( b e l i e v e  ,cons ider )  
I c e l a n d i c  ( RtoO)  (be l i eve )  
I t a l i a n  (Mh/Aux-ECM) ( b e l i e v e ,  state) 
Portuguese ( Aux-ECM) (be l i eve  t h ink )  
C. Aspectual Verbs 
F i j i a n  (RtoS) ( n o t ,  be r i g h t )  
D. 'Ibugh Verbs 
--
Malagasy (be d i f f i c u l t )  
11 












19 .  By now it should not be necessary  to n o t e  t h a t  by "object" we mena an 
NP governed by and a t  l e a s t  p o t e n t i a l l y  Case assigned by a verb ,  and n o t  a 
s i s t e r  to a verb.  
E. POSSESSOR RAISIN3 ( s u b s t i t u t e  NP fo r  IP i n  I )  
Chichem 
Chickasaw (from Object NPs) 
Choctaw (from Object NPs) 
Kinyarmnda 
T z o t z i l  
I1 Movement --- of NP t o  embedded A-bar s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  with 
- -- 
government (and Case Assignment o r  subsequent mvement of 
-- - - 
t h i s  A-bar sub jec t .  
-
A. Verbs of Modality 
--
Niuean (RtoS) (nea r ly ,  be p o s s i b l e )  
Standard Arabic (seem, to t u r n  o u t )  
B. Verbs of P ropos i t i ona l  A t t i t u d e  
--
Blackfoot  (RtoO)+ ( t h i n k ,  know) 
F i j i a n  (RtoO) (expec t ,  want, t h ink )  
James Bay Cree ( m o o ) +  (know) 
Kipsigas ( R t o O )  (want , know) 
Malagasy ( R O O )  (hope, t h ink )  
Moroccan Arabic (RtoO) ( see  ,know) 
Standard Arabic (RtoO) ( b e l i e v e ,  t h ink )  
Turkish (RtoO) (assume, th ink)  
Zacapoaxtla Nahuat' ( hea r )  
C. Aspectual Verbs 
-- 
Niuean (RtoS) 















I1 I1 I t  
Subject  
Subject  
(begin ,  n o t ,  u sua l )  Subject/Object 
(be easy ,  be hard)  !I a #  
E. Causat ive Verbs 
Kipsigas ( R t o O )  
Niuean ( R O O )  
(make) 
(make, l e t )  
F. POSSESSOR RAISING 
Chickasaw (from sub jec t  NPs) 
Choctaw (from sub jec t  NPs) 
Hungarian 
Roman i an 
Turkish 
Ill Movement of  an Operator t o  an A-bar p o s i t i o n ,  with 
the t a - l i nk ing  between i t  and a non-thematic s u b j e c t .  
A. Verbs of I todal i ty  
--
James Bay Cree (RtoS)+ (be s u r p r i s i n g ) -  If I# 
B. Aspectual Verbs 
James Bay Cree (RtoS)+ (seem) 
Kipsigas ( RtoS) ( n o t ,  cont inue)  
C. "tough Verbs 
--
Blackfoot (Tough) + (be hard)  
Ehglish ("tough) (be easy ,  be hard)  
James Bay Cree (%ugh)+ (be hard)  
Kipsigas (RtoS) (be easy ,  be ha rd )  
Niuean (Tbugh) (be easy ,  be hard)  
Case Marking 
-
i n t o  a governed A-[A-bar p o s i t i o n  
- 





Berber (Le f t  dislocation-ECM) ( [+CAI ) Subject/Object 
/Oblique 
Hungarian (Wh-questions) It I! II 
*Some of t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  of languages a r e  t e n t a t i v e ,  and t h e  
semantic  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  of the verbs  a r e  f a r  from r i g i d .  Ihe sources  of  
t h e  d a t a  used to make t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  given i n  the  t e x t ,  where t h e  
language is first discussed. Or see References. 
+subject to an understanding of the non-configurational nature of these 
languages and its interaction with Raising type processes. 
-It is not clear if "modality" is the correct classification here. 
=lhe source author expresses some uncertainty on this point. 
'These examples may involve a thematic object, and not ECM. 
Appendix A 
Gloss Glossary 
Glosses almost always follow the source, as does orthography. 
Departures Â£ra the source are noted i n  the text or footnotes. 
(Appl replaces ben i n  Kinyarwanda for NP/m examples) . 
First person 
Second person 
First person plural inclusive 
lh i rd  person (major animate topic- Blackfoot) 
Fourth person (subordinate animate topic Blackfoot) 
Agreement Class (Chickasaw) 
Agreement Class (Chickasaw) 
Agreement Class (Chickasaw) 
A ....................................&mlutive Gise 
a1 ...................................&lative Case 
&s ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .kmlutive Case 
m...................................kcusative Case 
AI. . . . . . . . .  ...........................h imate intransitive 
(subject) (verbal agreement) 
A n i m  ..................................himate 
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